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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

JUNE 23, 2026, 5:30 PM
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS
1650 EAST STAGECOACH RUN, EAGLE MOUNTAIN, UTAH 84005

5:30 PM — PLANNING COMMISSION WORK SESSION

1.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1.A.

TRAINING - Market Value and Zoning Affect Developers

1.B. AGENDA REVIEW

6:30 PM PLANNING COMMISSION POLICY SESSION

2,

3
4,
5

CALL TO ORDER

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

DECLARATION OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

5.A.

MINUTES

June 9, 2026 Planning Commission Minutes

STATUS REPORT

ACTION AND ADVISORY ITEMS

7.A.

7.B.

PUBLIC HEARING / ACTION ITEM - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah,
Amending the General Plan Future Land Use Map for Annexation Policy Plan.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by Community Development Director, Brandon Larsen)
Eagle Mountain City is proposing an updated annexation policy plan. The plan identifies
seven (7) areas of unincorporated Utah County that Eagle Mountain City would
potentially consider for annexation. The document contains a map of these areas in
relation to the current city boundaries. A series of criteria and considerations are
included in the document to facilitate analysis and decision-making for annexation
proposals.

PUBLIC HEARING / ACTION ITEM — An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah,
Approving the Triumph Master Plan & Development Agreement Amendment.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by Senior Planner, Robert Hobbs) A request by Scot
Hazard for [a second] Master Development Agreement and Plan Amendment approval
pertaining to Triumph Subdivision in order to allow for the creation of four (4) affordable
housing “pods” within the development. The proposed pods range from 2.8 — 4.5 acres
in size and are intended to have higher residential densities than the balance of the
project. Triumph Subdivision is located in Section 19, T6S, R1W, on the east and west
sides of N. Lake Mountain Road south of E. Pole Canyon Blvd. (County Assessor
Parcel/Serial # 59:019:0031) in Eagle Mountain City; application identified as the:
“Triumph Master Development Agreement Amendment”.



10.
1.

7.C.

7.D.

7.E.

PUBLIC HEARING / ACTION ITEM - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah,
Amending the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code 17.75.052 Accessory Recreation
Buildings.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by Planner, Steven Lehmitz) A proposed code amendment
that establishes special use standards for recreation buildings that are an accessory
use to religious or cultural meeting halls.

PUBLIC HEARING / ACTION ITEM - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah,
Amending the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code 17.10.030, 17.80.120, and 17.160
Seasonal and Political Signs.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by Planner, Steven Lehmitz) This proposed code
amendment provides definitions for park strips and political signs, updates standards
and practices for political signs, and updates standards for temporary and seasonal use
signs.

PUBLIC HEARING / ACTION ITEM - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah
Amending the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code 16.20, 16.25, and 17.100 Cost Estimate.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by Community Development Director, Brandon Larsen)
Consideration of an amendment to Eagle Mountain Municipal Code Chapters 16.20,
16.25, and 17.100, Application Requirements, Cost Estimates.

DISCUSSION ITEMS

AGENDA REVIEW

NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING

ADJOURNMENT

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN PUBLIC MEETINGS FOR ALL AGENDAS.

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Eagle Mountain City will make reasonable
accommodations for participation in all Public Meetings and Work Sessions. Please call the City
Recorder’s Office at least 3 working days prior to the meeting at 801-789-6611. This meeting may be
held telephonically to allow a member of the public body to participate. This agenda is subject to
change with a minimum 24-hour notice.
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN PLANNING COMMISSION

MEETING MINUTES

June 9, 2026 5:30 p.m.
Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers

MOUNTAIN 1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Jason Allen, Rod Hess, Brent Strong, Bryan Free, and Chad

DeCoursey.

ELECTED OFFICIAL PRESENT: Council Member Melissa Clark.

CITY STAFF PRESENT: Brandon Larsen, Community Development Director; Marcus Draper, City Attorney; Steven
Lehmitz, Planner; Elizabeth Fewkes, Long Range Planner; Kiara Polee, Affordable Housing Coordinator; and Megan
Green, Planning Secretary.

5:30 P.M. — Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Work Session

Commissioner Hess called the meeting to order at 5:38 p.m.

1. Discussion Items

1.A. TRAINING - Architecture: The Value of Constructing Buildings to Last

1.B.

Community Development Director Brandon Larsen presented the training on Architecture. He let
the Commission know that Senior Planner David Stroud was out of town, and Mr. Srtroud will
present a more detailed presentation on architecture and building design in the future.

Brandon shared his experience from the National APA conference in Detroit, highlighting the city's
historical buildings and their architectural beauty.

Brandon emphasized the importance of building structures that last, standing the test of time,
using examples like Philadelphia's City Hall and Pasadena's City Hall.

The Commission discussed the potential for Eagle Mountain to create lasting, high-quality
municipal buildings.

The conversation explored the idea of creating buildings that are both functional and aesthetically
pleasing, with a focus on traditional elements.

AGENDA REVIEW

7.A. Senior Housing Overlay Zone

Long Range Planner Elizabeth Fewkes presented a quick overview of Item 7.A., Senior Housing
Overlay Zone.

The overlay zone is designed to support existing residents and attract new ones, with a focus on
aolder adults.

Elizabeth Fewkes requested feedback on the draft overlay zone, which will be discussed in more
detail during the policy session.

7.B. Annexation Policy Plan

Brandon Larsen explained the process of updating the Annexation Policy Plan, which includes
adding a new area, Area Seven.

The process involves notifying affected entities and holding public hearings to gather feedback and
address any concerns.

The update aims to align the Annexation Policy Plan with current needs and opportunities,
ensuring that the city's growth is well-planned and strategic.

7.C. Eagle Quest East Master Development Agreement Amendment

Marcus Draper provided a brief overview of the Eagle Quest East Master Development Agreement
amendment, which requests extended deadlines.

Eagle Mountain Planning Commission Meeting — June 9, 2026 Page 1 of 5



e The amendment is straightforward, focusing on extending the deadlines for certain development
activities.
7.D. Consolidated Fee Schedule Amendment
e The final agenda item, Consolidation Fee Schedule Amendment, is discussed briefly, with no
additional comments or questions from the Commissioners.

Commissioner Hess adjourned the work session at 6:20 p.m.

6:30 P.M. — Eagle Mountain City Planning Commission Policy Session

2. Commissioner Hess called the policy session to order at 6:30 p.m.
3. Pledge of Allegiance

Commissioner Hess led the Pledge of Allegiance.

4, Declaration of Conflicts of Interest
None.
5. Approval of Meeting Minutes
5.A.
MOTION: Commissioner Strong moved to approve the minutes of May 26, 2026, Planning Commission

meeting, with the one correction of Commissioner Jensen being changed to the Alternate
Commissioner. Commissioner Allen seconded the motion.

Jason Allen Yes
Bryan Free Yes
Rod Hess Yes
Brent Strong Yes
Chad DeCoursey Yes
Laura Jensen Excused

The motion passed with a unanimous vote.
6. Status Report

Community Development Director Brandon Larsen reviewed the planning items discussed and voted upon during
the City Council meeting on June 2, 2026.

7. Action and Advisory ltems

7.A. EMMC 17.10.030, 17.25.030, and 17.55 Senior Housing Overlay Zone
Presentation Summary: Long Range Planner Elizabeth Fewkes presented the Senior Housing Overlay Zone. She
explained the City Council's request and the draft for review. As part of the directive to establish a Senior Housing
Overlay Zone, Staff sought further clarification from the Council at the May 5, 2026, City Council meeting, and, during
the legislative priorities discussion at the May 19, 2026, City Council meeting prior to drafting its standards. Staff are

seeking the Planning Commission's feedback on the draft standards included in the packet materials.

Discussion summary:

Eagle Mountain Planning Commission Meeting — June 9, 2026 Page 2 of 5



e Long Range Planner Elizabeth Fewkes presented the Senior Housing Overlay Zone, explaining the
City Council's request and the draft for review.

e Commissioner Hess and other Commissioners discussed the proposed changes, including the
inclusion of special use standards for certain zones.

e The idea of requiring single-level housing with a minimum of three-foot-wide doorways for age-
restricted homes was proposed.

e Commissioner Hess suggested that the City could incentivize developers to meet certain
accessibility standards.

e The Commissioners agreed to recommend the Senior Overlay Zone with proposed changes and
special use standards.

Commissioner Hess opened the public hearing at 6:48 p.m.
Kurt Osler, owner of Eagle Quest, provided public comments.
Commissioner Hess closed the public hearing at 6:51 p.m.

MOTION: Commissioner Hess moved to recommend approval to the City Council of Item 7.A., Senior
Housing Overlay Zone with the following changes:

1. The Senior Housing Overlay Zone municipal code location shall be amended from
Chapter 17.55 to Chapter 17.44;

2. 17.44.060(H): shall be amended to state, “Accessory Dwelling Units. Accessory
dwelling units are prohibited within developments governed by the SHO unless
permitted per Utah Code Title 10;” and

3. EMMC 17.25.030 Land Use Table: the RA1, RA2, RD1, RD2, and FR zones shall be
marked with an asterisk and footnote, excluding them from qualifying for a density-

incentive/bonus.
Commissioner Allen seconded the motion.
Jason Allen Yes
Bryan Free Yes
Rod Hess Yes
Brent Strong Yes
Chad DeCoursey Yes
Laura Jensen Excused

The motion passed with a unanimous vote.
7.B. Annexation Policy Plan (Public Hearing Only)
Presentation summary: Community Development Director Brandon Larsen presented the Annexation Policy Plan,
explaining the criteria for approval and the areas proposed for annexation. The proposed Area Seven was
introduced, highlighting its potential for economic development and infrastructure. The purpose of this hearing is
to allow Affected Entities the opportunity to provide feedback to the City.
Discussion summary:
e The Commissioners discussed the importance of the Plan as a decision-making tool and the need for
compatibility with the General Plan.
Commissioner Hess opened the public hearing at 7:34 p.m. As there were no comments, he closed the hearing at 7:35

p.m.

7.C. Eagle Quest East Master Development Agreement Second Amendment
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Presentation Summary Points: City Planner Steven Lehmitz presented the second amendment to the Eagle Quest
East Master Development Agreement, explaining the need to extend the benchmark list and preliminary plat
expiration date.

Applicant’s statements summary: Kurt Ostler, owner of Eagle Quest, explained the delays due to road alignment
and water issues, and the need for more time to address these challenges.

Discussion summary points:
e The Commissioners discussed the timeline and the need for milestones to ensure progress.
e The amendment is recommended for approval by the Commissioners.
Commissioner Hess opened the public hearing at 7:37 p.m.
(The Applicant/Owner spoke during the public hearing.)
Commissioner Hess closed the public hearing at 7:40 p.m.
MOTION: Commissioner Allen moved to recommend approval to the City Council of Item 7.C., Eagle

Quest Master Development Agreement Second Amendment. Commissioner Strong seconded
the motion.

Jason Allen Yes
Bryan Free Yes
Rod Hess Yes
Brent Strong Yes
Chad Decoursey Yes
Laura Jensen Excused

The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

7.D. Consolidated Fee Schedule Amendment

Presentation Summary Points: Brandon Larsen presented the Consolidation Fee Schedule Amendment He
explained that staff periodically review building permit fees, valuation tables, and related development
fees to ensure they remain current, transparent, and sufficient to support the City's building and
development services.

Discussion summary points:
e The Commissioners discussed the proposed changes, including flat fees for certain applications and the
ability for the building official to adjust fees based on actual cost.

Commissioner Hess opened the public hearing at 8:09 p.m. As there were no comments, he closed the hearing at 8:10
p.m.

MOTION: Commissioner Allen moved to recommend approval to the City Council of Item 7.D.,
Consolidated Fee Schedule with the following changes:
1. Two deletions as suggested by Staff, as follows: delete the asterisk next to "Owner
Building Infrastructure Protection Deposit," as well as the language: "*Deposits will
be held by the City for a total of 180 days," both of which are in Section 13.4.
2. The correction Commissioner DeCoursey identified as follows: Fix the following
apparently incomplete portion of a footnote in Section 13.3: “This cost shall include
supervision, overhead, equipment, hourly wages, and fringe benefits of the employees... .”
Commissioner Strong seconded the motion.
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Jason Allen Yes

Bryan Free Yes
Rod Hess Yes
Brent Strong Yes
Chad DeCoursey Yes
Laura Jensen Excused

The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

5. Next Scheduled Meeting
The next Planning Commission meeting is scheduled for June 23, 2026.

Commissioner Hess mentioned that he will be gone for the next meeting.

6. Adjournment
MOTION: Commissioner Hess moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:12 p.m. Commissioner Strong
seconded the motion.
Jason Allen Yes
Bryan Free Yes
Rod Hess Yes
Brent Strong Yes
Chad Decoursey Yes
Laura Jensen Excused

The motion passed with a unanimous vote.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:12 p.m.

Approved by the Planning Commission on

Brandon Larsen
Community Development Director
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
JUNE 23, 2026

TITLE: |PUBLIC HEARING / ACTION ITEM - An Ordinance of Eagle
Mountain City, Utah, Amending the General Plan Future Land Use
Map for Annexation Policy Plan.

ITEM TYPE: | General Plan Amendment

FISCAL IMPACT: |N/A

APPLICANT: | City-initiated

CURRENT GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION & ZONE ACREAGE
N/A N/A
PUBLIC HEARING PREPARED BY PRESENTED BY
Yes Brandon Larsen, Planning Brandon Larsen
Director
RECOMMENDATION:

Recommend approval of the proposed Annexation Policy Plan to the Council.

BACKGROUND:

In conjunction with Eagle Mountain City's General Plan update process, the City is proposing an
updated Annexation Policy Plan. This key document identifies areas of unincorporated Utah County
from which the City is willing to consider annexation requests.

The document has two (2) main parts: (1) an annexation policy plan map and (2) a set of criteria and
considerations for City decision-makers to use to analyze and evaluate annexation requests. §10-2-
803, Utah Code Annotated, has a list of required elements for annexation policy plans. Additionally,
the plan highlights Utah Code criteria and statutory limitations to help facilitate compliance with the
Utah Code when considering an annexation proposal. The plan also identifies considerations that are
especially important to Eagle Mountain, such as water availability and neighborhood compatibility.

The plan identifies seven (7) annexation areas, which are described and highlighted in the document.
Each description of a given area identifies the benefits and challenges associated therewith.

This proposal was presented at a Planning Commission meeting especially for affected entities on
June 9, 2026. Affected entity is defined in the "ltems for Consideration" section. This proposal was
also presented to the Council on June 16, 2026. No concerns were raised by the Council.

In December 2025, the City Council approved the current version of the Annexation Policy Plan. This
proposal is the same except for the red-lined changes to the attached proposal, which deals with
Area 7. Other than the addition of Area 7 to the Annexation Policy Plan Map, Staff only made some
minor graphical enhancements for readability.



Area 7 is proposed to be added because of the potential benefits of strategic resources found
therein, and the potential of partnering with the resource rights owners to help to facilitate the
extension of utility and road infrastructure to Area 1 and 7. Also, proximity to Redwood Road and
Utah Lake also provides potential benefit to the City. The expense of extending infrastructure and
environmental considerations related to strategic resource development and Utah Lake are important
challenges that would need to be addressed.

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:

Please note the following requirements of 10-2-803(3), Utah Code, pertaining to a Planning
Commission's preparation of an annexation policy plan:

10-2-803(3), Utah Code

(3) In preparing a proposed annexation policy plan, the planning commission shall:
(a) attempt to avoid gaps between or overlaps with the expansion areas of other municipalities;
(b) consider population growth projections for the municipality and adjoining areas for the next
20 years;
(c) consider current and projected costs of infrastructure, urban services, and public facilities
necessary:
(i) to facilitate full development of the area within the municipality; and
(i)  to expand the infrastructure, services, and facilities into the area being considered for
inclusion in the expansion area;
(d) consider, in conjunction with the municipality's general plan, the need over the next 20 years
for additional land suitable for residential, commercial, and industrial development;
(e) consider the reasons for including agricultural lands, forests, recreational areas, and wildlife
management areas in the municipality; and
()  be guided by the principles set forth in Subsection 10-2-806(5).

10-2-806(5), Utah Code:

(5) If practicable and feasible, the boundaries of an area proposed for annexation shall be drawn:
(a) along the boundaries of existing special districts and special service districts for sewer,
water, and other services, along the boundaries of school districts whose boundaries follow city
boundaries or school districts adjacent to school districts whose boundaries follow city boundaries,
and along the boundaries of other taxing entities;

(b) to eliminate islands and peninsulas of territory that is not receiving municipal-type services;
(c) to facilitate the consolidation of overlapping functions of local government;

(d) to promote the efficient delivery of services; and

(e) to encourage the equitable distribution of community resources and obligations.

Please note that much of this work was done with the Annexation Policy Plan adoption at the end of
2025. Staff will provide the Planning Commission with information at the June 23, 2026, Planning
Commission meeting to address these requirements, particularly in light of and related to the
proposed addition of Area 7.

Staff is not necessarily proposing a global review of the Annexation Policy Plan, but rather
consideration of adding Area 7.

As of June 17, 2026, Staff has not received comments from Affected Entities regarding this proposal.



PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION/RECOMMENDATION:
N/A

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Annexation Policy Plan 2026 Update, Area 7 (4)
2. RES-85-2025 - Adopting the 2025 Annexation Policy Declaration (6)



Annexation Policy Plan

Purpose

Prior to developing unincorporated land in Eagle Mountain, landowners must petition to annex their
property into the City. New annexation proposals will be evaluated carefully and only approved
when they advance the City’s long-term vision. Each decision will focus on securing assets that
align with the General Plan and contribute positively to residents’ lives.

Potential Reasons for Annexation

While Eagle Mountain will remain selective in considering annexations, there are circumstances
where expanding the City’s boundaries may bring important community benefits. Some of the
potential reasons for annexation include:

e Employment and Economic Development: Attracting technological, light industrial, office,
agritourism, and research-oriented uses that provide high-quality jobs close to home.

e Water and Utility Corridors: Protecting alignments for water pipelines, power lines,
stormwater infrastructure, and potential well sites or other water sources to support the
City’s long-term growth.

e [Transportation Facilities: Securing land to accommodate a regional or municipal airport,
future transit hubs, or other major transportation facilities that require significant acreage
and strategic locations.

«__Energy Infrastructure: Providing sites for energy facilities such as substations, renewable
generation sites, or transmission corridors that are essential for reliable service and long-
term sustainability.

e Prime Commercial Land: Bringing in strategically located land adjacent to future freeway
interchanges or major corridors to create employment centers and expand the City’s tax
base.

o Recreational Facilities and Open Space: Preserving large tracts of land for regional parks,
trails, sports complexes, and open space that strengthen Eagle Mountain’s identity as an
outdoor recreation destination.

o Environmental Protection: Managing sensitive lands, wildlife corridors, and natural and
strategic resources within the City'’s jurisdiction to ensure consistent stewardship and
reduce development pressures in unincorporated areas.

o Strategic Resource Development: Preserving opportunities for the responsible exploration

and development of rare earth materials and other strategic resources that may support

advanced manufacturing, energy technologies, infrastructure investment, and long-term
economic diversification within the region.




Annexation for these reasons must still meet the requirements of State Code and align with the
City’s fiscal framework, infrastructure system, and community values.

Annexations are governed by Utah Code, which establishes the procedures and requirements for
reviewing annexation petitions. These laws outline how proposals are initiated, reviewed, protested,
and finalized. To help guide local decisions, this plan summarizes the major State requirements,
highlights the statutory limitations that must be respected, and adds Eagle Mountain’s own
priorities. Together, these create a framework of criteria the City can use when evaluating
annexations.

Utah Code Title 10, Chapter 2, Part 8 requires cities to evaluate annexations based on several key
considerations including the following:

o How does the annexation support the City’s existing and future
identity?

o What services are needed in the area, and how will they be provided?

o How wiill utilities, roads, and other infrastructure be

extended, and how will the costs be funded?

o What are the consequences for both existing City residents and those in the
annexed area?

. How will annexation impact the County, school district, special
districts, nearby cities, and other regional partners?

° Does the proposal create clear, contiguous boundaries without leaving islands
or peninsulas of unincorporated land? How will community resources and obligations be
equitably distributed?

. Have the required landowners consented to the annexation
petition in accordance with code? Does the petition meet statutory thresholds for acreage,
value, and signatures?

o Are there any overlapping local government
functions that can be consolidated?



In addition to the above criteria, Utah Code establishes important limitations. Eagle Mountain must
ensure that:

e« Annexations are not undertaken solely to generate municipal revenue or to prevent
annexation by another city but instead reflect the City’s ability and intent to provide
municipal services.

e« Annexation boundaries are drawn to align with existing special district, school district, or
taxing entity boundaries where practicable.

« Annexations near airports, military installations, or School and Institutional Trust Lands
Administration (SITLA) project areas comply with additional statutory requirements.

« Annexation exclusions containing urban development within 1/2 mile of the municipality's
boundary are justified.

Beyond the requirements of Utah Code, Eagle Mountain also evaluates annexations through the lens
of its community values. Local priorities include:

o Ensuring that new areas fit with surrounding neighborhoods
and respect the character of nearby communities.

o Weighing revenues and costs to make certain that annexations strengthen
long-term financial sustainability.

. Confirming that sufficient water rights and infrastructure exist to serve
new development without compromising current residents.

o Extending road, trail, and transit systems in ways that expand access without
creating undue maintenance and connectivity challenges.

. Protecting open space, wildlife corridors, and cultural
resources within annexed areas.

o Coordinating with Utah County, neighboring cities, and other

regional partners to ensure annexations support broader regional goals.

. Ensuring developers provide necessary water rights, participate in
infrastructure financing or construction, and submit plans consistent with City standards
and the General Plan.

o : Assessing the proposed area to avoid or mitigate hazards.



Annexation Map

This map identifies areas that can be considered for potential annexation into Eagle Mountain City,
in accordance with the criteria in this document.
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The 2025 Annexation Policy Map identifies six seven potential areas where Eagle Mountain may
consider future expansion. The map provides a geographic frame of reference, while the following
descriptions highlight the opportunities, challenges, and considerations unique to each area.
Together, they illustrate how annexation could secure transportation and utility corridors, protect
natural and recreational resources, and support regional economic and infrastructure goals in
coordination with neighboring communities.

Located southeast of Eagle Mountain near the Utah Lake shoreline and southwest of the Lake
Mountains, this area provides a potential connection to Utah Lake and Redwood Road (SR68). It also
preserves a possible regional transportation corridor alignment toward Elberta and west Utah
County. Annexation could open access to regional recreation opportunities, including trail systems
and shoreline amenities, enhancing Eagle Mountain’s reputation as an outdoor destination. Benefits
include future connectivity to Utah Lake, preservation of a transportation corridor that would
strengthen regional mobility and expanded trail and open space opportunities. Challenges include
the significant cost of extending infrastructure, potential environmental considerations near the lake,
and the need for coordinated planning with Saratoga Springs to prevent conflicts in land use or
infrastructure. Careful alignment with State environmental standards and wildlife protection will be
critical in this area. Annexation should also preserve future utility corridors, pressure zones, and
potential well-sites identified in the City’s water planning documents.

This area lies south of the City and to the southeast of nearby Fairfield. Its location provides a
strategic opportunity for energy infrastructure, including natural gas, solar generation, or potential
small modular nuclear facilities. Annexation would ensure the City retains control over a critical utility
corridor and positions Eagle Mountain as a leader in energy development. Benefits include
diversifying the City’s economy, expanding utility services, providing local employment in advanced
energy sectors, and preserving land for a regional transportation corridor to the south. Challenges
include significant infrastructure investment, potential visual and environmental impacts, and the
need for careful siting to maintain compatibility with surrounding land uses. Coordination with
Fairfield will be essential to align infrastructure and land use decisions and to avoid service overlaps.
Considerations for this area should include the natural gas transmission line and the electrical
corridor.

Situated west of Eagle Mountain and northwest of Fairfield, this area provides continuity in the
City’s boundaries and helps prevent the creation of unincorporated “islands.” It lies along the
hillside, west of the Firefly development, and consists mostly of land controlled by the Bureau of
Land Management. Annexation would allow Eagle Mountain to guide recreational access and
manage open space on the western side of the valley, preserving trailheads and ensuring consistent



land use. Benefits include protection and utilization of natural and recreational lands, and stability of
City limits. Challenges are tied primarily to extending infrastructure to undeveloped lands, if needed.
Long-term planning should ensure land use aligns with Eagle Mountain’s growth framework while
preserving recreational opportunities such as trail loops and open space connections. Given the
City’s projected population growth, annexation here should also be phased to support orderly
expansion of services and facilities, as needed.

This area is located in the central Cedar Valley, south of SR73, west of the future Cedar Valley
Freeway, and east of Cedar Fort. Annexation in this area should preserve transportation and transit
corridors identified in the City’s Transportation Master Plan. Annexation could bring economic
growth, improved connectivity, and opportunities for transportation and logistics focused uses.
Challenges include noise, traffic impacts, and the cost of major infrastructure. Compatibility with
residential areas and preservation of open space and wildlife corridors must be carefully planned.
Coordination with Cedar Fort will also be important to ensure compatible land use and
transportation planning across municipal boundaries.

Bordering Camp Williams on the City’s northwestern edge; this area is reached via SR73. Its
proximity to Camp Williams makes it suitable for recreation, agritourism, and light industrial uses that
diversify the local economy while remaining compatible with military operations. Annexation could
provide opportunities for expansion of the City’s recreation system, potentially adding new facilities,
trailheads, or economic opportunities that highlight the area’s rural character. Benefits include
diversifying the local economy and protecting open space adjacent to Camp Williams. Challenges
include safety, ACUB (Army Compatible Use Buffer) restrictions, extension of utilities, and the need
to respect military training operations. Coordination with Cedar Fort and military partners will be
necessary, along with careful planning to determine wildlife corridor widths and preserve ecological
connectivity. Evaluate opportunities for municipal satellite facilities in this area to improve service
response times for the northern region of the City.

Located in the northern Lake Mountains and consisting mainly of land controlled by the Bureau of
Land Management, this area offers opportunities for expanded outdoor recreation, including new
trailheads, trails, campgrounds, and natural open spaces. Annexation would strengthen Eagle
Mountain’s position as a recreation destination while preserving scenic views. Considerations
include limited infrastructure access, wildfire risk, and the need to safeguard sensitive habitats and
wildlife migration routes. Careful planning and adherence to environmental stewardship principles
will ensure recreational uses complement ecological health. Coordination with Saratoga Springs will
also be necessary, and tourism or vacation-oriented uses should be explored to enhance the area’s
role as a regional recreation destination. Wildfire risk reduction strategies, including defensible space
and fire-resistant land uses, should be emphasized as part of annexation review.



Area 7:

This mountainous area lies east of Area 1 and southeast of the City. The southeastern portion of
Area 7 reaches the shores of Utah Lake and provides a connection to Redwood Road (SR68).
Deposits of rare earth minerals have been found in Area 7. The City could potentially work with the
mineral rights owners to develop road and utility infrastructure for this area. The minerals could be a

benefit to Eagle Mountain’s growing technology industry. This area’s challenges include the

significant cost of extending infrastructure, potential environmental considerations related to the

lake and strategic resource exploration and development, and the need for coordinated planning

with Saratoga Springs to prevent conflicts in land use or infrastructure. Careful alignment with State

environmental standards and wildlife protection will be critical in this area. Annexation should also

preserve future utility corridors.

Conclusion

Annexation is not about expanding borders for their own sake, but about making thoughtful,
educated decisions that serve the community’s future. By following Utah Code requirements while
also weighing local priorities, landowner responsibilities, and potential community benefits, Eagle
Mountain ensures that annexations are consistent with the City’s values, are fiscally responsible,
and support the future vision of the community. The annexation areas identified on the 2025
Annexation Policy Map provide a framework for how expansion may occur in ways that protect or
enhance natural resources, transportation corridors, and utility rights-of-way; secure recreation and
open space; and facilitate economic opportunities. Consideration of the City’s adopted master plans
and close coordination with neighboring communities such as Saratoga Springs, Cedar Fort, and
Fairfield, as well as other regional partners, will be essential to making annexations a positive and
sustainable part of Eagle Mountain’s long-term vision.






























land use. Benefits include protection and utilization of natural and recreational lands, and stability of
City limits. Challenges are tied primarily to extending infrastructure to undeveloped lands, if needed.
Long-term planning should ensure land use aligns with Eagle Mountain’s growth framework while
preserving recreational opportunities such as trail loops and open space connections. Given the
City's projected population growth, annexation here should also be phased to support orderly
expansion of services and facilities, as needed.

Area 4.

This area is located in the central Cedar Valley, south of SR73, west of the future Cedar Valley
Freeway, and east of Cedar Fort. Annexation in this area should preserve transportation and transit
corridors identified in the City's Transportation Master Plan. Annexation could bring economic
growth, improved connectivity, and opportunities for transportation and logistics focused uses.
Challenges include noise, traffic impacts, and the cost of major infrastructure. Compatibility with
residential areas and preservation of open space and wildlife corridors must be carefully planned.
Coordination with Cedar Fort will also be important to ensure compatible land use and
transportation planning across municipal boundaries.

Bordering Camp Williams on the City’s northwestern edge; this area is reached via SR73. Its
proximity to Camp Williams makes it suitable for recreation, agritourism, and light industrial uses that
diversify the local economy while remaining compatible with military operations. Annexation could
provide opportunities for expansion of the City's recreation system, potentially adding new facilities,
trailneads, or economic opportunities that highlight the area’s rural character. Benefits include
diversifying the local economy and protecting open space adjacent to Camp Williams. Challenges
include safety, ACUB (Army Compatible Use Buffer) restrictions, extension of utilities, and the need
to respect military training operations. Coordination with Cedar Fort and military partners will be
necessary, along with careful planning to determine wildlife corridor widths and preserve ecological
connectivity. Evaluate opportunities for municipal satellite facilities in this area to improve service
response times for the northern region of the City.

Area 6:

Located in the northern Lake Mountains and consisting mainly of land controlled by the Bureau of
Land Management, this area offers opportunities for expanded outdoor recreation, including new
trailheads, trails, campgrounds, and natural open spaces. Annexation would strengthen Eagle
Mountain’s position as a recreation destination while preserving scenic views. Considerations
include limited infrastructure access, wildfire risk, and the need to safeguard sensitive habitats and
wildlife migration routes. Careful planning and adherence to environmental stewardship principles
will ensure recreational uses complement ecological health. Coordination with Saratoga Springs will
also be necessary, and tourism or vacation-oriented uses should be explored to-enhance the area’s
role as a regional recreation destination. Wildfire risk reduction strategies, including defensible space
and fire-resistant land uses, should be emphasized as part of annexation review.

Dated: December 31, 2025



Conclusion

Annexation is not about expanding borders for their own sake, but about making thoughtful,
educated decisions that serve the community’s future. By following Utah Code requirements while
also weighing local priorities, landowner responsibilities, and potential community benefits, Eagle
Mountain ensures that annexations are consistent with the City's values, are fiscally responsible,
and support the future vision of the community. The annexation areas identified on the 2025
Annexation Policy Map provide a framework for how expansion may occur in ways that protect or
enhance natural resources, transportation corridors, and utility rights-of-way; secure recreation and
open space; and facilitate economic opportunities. Consideration of the City’s adopted master plans
and close coordination with neighboring communities such as Saratoga Springs, Cedar Fort, and
Fairfield, as well as other regional partners, will be essential to making annexations a positive and
sustainable part of Eagle Mountain's long-term vision.
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STATEMENT ADDRESSING COMMENTS OF AFFECTED ENTITIES

On November 12, 2025, the Planning Commission held a public meeting to allow
affected entities to examine the proposed annexation policy plan and to provide comments on the
proposed annexation policy plan in accordance with Utah Code Annotated 10-2-803 (4)(b). Utah
Code requires the Planning Commission to accept and consider comments from affected entities
for an additional 10 days following the public meeting. Pursuant to Utah Code Annotated 10-2-
803 (2)(b), Eagle Mountain City must include a written statement addressing the written
comments received from affected entities within the statutory timeframe.

Eagle Mountain City has received three written comments from affected entities asking
for modifications to the City’s proposed Annexation Policy Plan. The City of Saratoga Springs
and the School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration have submitted comments objecting
to the inclusion of portions of Area Six in the proposed Annexation Policy Plan. They have asked
that Eagle Mountain City remove those portions from the Annexation Policy Plan prior to
adoption to facilitate their annexation into the City of Saratoga Springs. Eagle Mountain City
also received a written comment from Fairfield Town objecting to any portions of the proposed
Annexation Policy Plan that overlap with Fairfield’s existing plan. For the reasons outlined in
this statement, Eagle Mountain City declines to amend its proposed Annexation Policy Plan in
response to these written comments.

The City declines to amend its proposed Annexation Policy Plan in response to the
portions of the City’s proposed expansion map that SITLA and Saratoga Springs objected to
because those areas are not changes to the current plan. SITLA and Saratoga Springs object to
portions of Area 6 in the expansion map. Area 6 has been a part of the City’s Annexation Policy
Plan expansion map since the adoption of the 2009 Annexation Policy Plan. Given this
longstanding history as part of the City’s expansion area, the City sees no compelling reason to
change its expansion map. While those portions of Area 6 remain unincorporated, there appears
to be compelling justification for changing the City’s map.

In its written comment dated November 20, 2023, Fairfield made five objections to the
proposed Annexation Policy Plan to the extent that its map overlaps with Fairfield’s existing
expansion map in its Annexation Policy Plan. Fairfield’s comments can be summarized as
follows: 1) Fairfield adopted its Annexation Policy Plan prior to the filing of the
ENYO/Quicksilver application with Utah County; 2) the ENYO/Quicksilver project will
negatively impact Eagle Mountain roads and traffic; 3) Eagle Mountain’s desire to include the
ENYO/Quicksilver project in its proposed Annexation Policy Plan demonstrates an improper
motive on the part of Eagle Mountain City to seek revenue generation at the expense of the
factors outlined in Utah Code Annotated 10-2-806 (the comment refers to the prior numbering of
section 806); 4) the ENYO/Quicksilver project has not been sufficiently vetted; and 5) the
Fairfield Mayor previously met with Eagle Mountain City officials and provided a copy of
Fairfield’s adopted Annexation Policy Plan.

Fairfield also asserts in its comment that it is reserving its rights to object to any future
annexation petition. Specifically, Fairfield indicates that it is reserving its right to protest a future



annexation petition, close roads, enforce land use laws, seek Boundary Commission review, and
seek any other administrative or legal remedies available to it.

Eagle Mountain City finds Fairfield’s objections as outlined in its comments to be
unpersuasive and declines to amend its proposed Annexation Policy Plan in response. In
adopting an Annexation Policy Plan, the Utah Code requires cities to consider the following
criteria: 1) attempt to avoid gaps between or overlaps with the expansion areas of other
municipalities; 2) consider population growth projections for the municipality and adjoining
areas for the next 20 years; 3) consider current and projected costs of infrastructure, urban
services, and public facilities necessary to facilitate full development of the area within the
municipality and to expand the infrastructure, services, and facilities into the area being
considered for inclusion in the expansion area; 4) consider, in conjunction with the municipality's
general plan, the need over the next 20 years for additional land suitable for residential,
commercial, and industrial development; and 5) consider the reasons for including agricultural
lands, forests, recreational areas, and wildlife management areas in the municipality. The Utah
Code also requires that cities consider the following criteria in drawing the boundaries for
annexation expansion areas in an Annexation Policy Plan: 1) the boundaries should be drawn
along the boundaries of existing special districts and special service districts for sewer, water,
and other services, along the boundaries of school districts whose boundaries follow city
boundaries or school districts adjacent to school districts whose boundaries follow city
boundaries, and along the boundaries of other taxing entities; 2) they should be drawn to
eliminate islands and peninsulas of territory that is not receiving municipal-type services; 3) they
should be drawn to facilitate the consolidation of overlapping functions of local government; 4)
they should be drawn to promote the efficient delivery of services; and 5) they should be drawn
to encourage the equitable distribution of community resources and obligations. In weighing
these various policy requirements set out in the Utah Code, Eagle Mountain City finds that they
weigh in favor of the current expansion areas in the proposed Annexation Policy Plan.

Fairfield’s first objection states that it adopted its plan prior to the approvals granted to
ENYO for the Quicksilver project. While this may be true, it is completely irrelevant to Eagle
Mountain City’s decision on its adoption of its Annexation Policy Plan.

Fairfield’s second point that the ENYO/Quicksilver project will negatively impact Eagle
Mountain City’s roads and traffic is an irrelevant consideration in adopting the proposed
Annexation Policy Plan. The Utah Code outlines relevant considerations for adopting annexation
policy plans. The fact that an already approved project might negatively impact existing
infrastructure and traffic is not a consideration under the statute. As such, this point is irrelevant.

Fairfield’s third point accuses Eagle Mountain City of seeking to include the
ENYO/Quicksilver project in its annexation expansion area for improper purposes. Specifically,
Fairfield accuses Eagle Mountain City of including the ENYO/Quicksilver project solely for
revenue generation merely on the basis of its inclusion in the annexation expansion area. While it
is true that the ENYO/Quicksilver project is in the expansion area, so is a lot of other land that is
not part of that project and nevertheless overlaps Fairfield’s annexation expansion area. Eagle
Mountain City’s stated goals are to provide transportation services, increase connectivity,
maintain recreational opportunities, provide for environmental and wildlife stewardship, and



provide utilities and transportation infrastructure to support current and future energy projects.
The land included in Areas 1 and 2 all align with these goals.

Fairfield’s fourth objection is based on a claim that the ENYO/Quicksilver project has not
been appropriately vetted and further analysis is necessary prior to annexation. To the extent that
the point has any merit on an already approved project, it is irrelevant to the adoption of the
proposed Annexation Policy Plan. The adoption of an Annexation Policy Plan and associated
annexation expansion area map does not guarantee that an annexation petition will be approved.
Rather, it simply allows a potential annexation to occur. While the claim that there are multiple
corporate entities involved in the ENYO/Quicksilver project is completely unremarkable,
consideration of its effect on an annexation petition is premature.

Fairfield’s fifth objection in its comment that Eagle Mountain City had received a copy of
Fairfield’s Annexation Policy Plan prior to initiating consideration of the proposed Annexation
Policy Plan is ultimately outweighed by other factors. There is strong evidence to suggest that
Fairfield adopted its Annexation Policy Plan for improper purposes and with full knowledge that
it overlapped with Eagle Mountain City’s annexation expansion area. When Fairfield adopted its
Annexation Policy Plan it explicitly states that Fairfield knew it overlapped with portions of
Eagle Mountain City’s existing Annexation Policy Plan and that its intended purpose was to
prevent that expansion. Section 9.1 of the Annexation Policy Plan indicates that this is intended
to be a natural expansion area; however, the shape of the area, as well as statements in the
document itself, belies this claim. It completely wraps around Eagle Mountain City’s existing
southern border and heads up north along the City’s eastern border. It also wraps around Fairfield
on the west and heads up north along Eagle Mountain City’s western border. One of Fairfield’s
Annexation Policy Plan’s stated goals in Section 9.1 is to prevent Eagle Mountain City from
surrounding Fairfield’s southern border as was outlined in Eagle Mountain City’s then existing
annexation expansion area. Ironically, Fairfield’s annexation expansion area does exactly what it
accuses Eagle Mountain City of doing. It surrounds Eagle Mountain City completely on its
southern border and wraps around on the east and the west. It also acknowledges on the face of
the document that Fairfield knows it is overlapping Eagle Mountain City’s already established
annexation expansion area while doing so. Thus, Fairfield’s implied assertion that Eagle
Mountain City’s possession of Fairfield’s plan prohibits it from containing overlapping areas
lacks merit and is hypocritical. Also, Fairfield’s stated purpose of seeking to prevent Eagle
Mountain City’s expansion southward is not aligned with the Utah Code’s annexation statutes
and 1s improper.

Contrasting with Fairfield’s stated goal of seeking to prevent Eagle Mountain City from
annexing any more land along its southern border, Eagle Mountain’s stated goals all align with
the required considerations outlined in the Utah Code and outweigh any considerations that the
expansion area overlaps with Fairfield’s. The stated goals for Area 1 in the proposed Annexation
Policy Plan are to provide transportation services, increase connectivity, maintain recreational
opportunities, and provide for environmental and wildlife stewardship. The stated goals of Area 2
are to provide utilities and transportation infrastructure and connectivity to support current and
future energy projects. It also seeks to preserve transportation corridors for future transportation
needs. All of these goals align with the items that a city must consider in drafting annexation
policy plans. Given that Fairfield established its annexation expansion area at least in part for



improper purposes and Eagle Mountain City’s annexation expansion area is being included on
the basis of reasons that are consistent with the Utah Code, the consideration that the annexation
expansion areas overlap is ultimately outweighed by other factors.

The overall tenor and message of Fairfield’s written comment is mostly focused on its
objections to the ENYO/Quicksilver project rather than a principled objection to the inclusion of
any overlapping areas. It includes many points that are completely irrelevant to the determination
of whether to include particular expansion areas in the proposed Annexation Policy Plan, such as
the traffic impacts of the ENYO/Quicksilver project construction. Most troubling, the Fairfield
comment includes statements that it reserves its rights to close roads and exercise its land use
authority. Fairfield does not have authority to close roads or exercise land use authority in Eagle
Mountain City. Nor are such powers relevant to the adoption of the proposed Annexation Policy
Plan. Rather, they appear to be threats directed at ENYO that it will use its governmental
authority to obstruct the Quicksilver project. In addition to being extremely troubling that a
municipality in Utah would levy such threats against a business, it demonstrates a desire on
Fairfield’s part to not provide services within at least a part of the annexation expansion area of
the proposed Annexation Policy Plan.

Of the three written comments received from affected entities, none require adjustments
to the proposed Annexation Policy Plan. The comments received from the City of Saratoga
Springs and SITLA refer to areas that has been within the City’s Annexation Policy Plan in
excess of 15 years and provide no compelling reason why they should be removed. Likewise,
Fairfield’s comment is not well taken and no adjustments are being made based on the objections
provided in the comment because the factors supporting including the area outweigh any factors
counseling against including it.



