
 

 

 

HEBER CITY CORPORATION 

75 North Main Street 

Heber City, Utah 

Planning Commission Meeting 

Thursday, August 8, 2013 

 

7:00 p.m. 

Regular Meeting 

 
TIME AND ORDER OF ITEMS ARE APPROXIMATE AND MAY BE CHANGED AS TIME PERMITS 

 

Public notice is hereby given that the monthly meeting of the Heber City Planning Commission 

will be in the Heber City Office Building, 75 North Main, South door, in the Council Chambers 

upstairs.   

 

Pledge of Allegiance:  By Invitation  

Minutes:   July 11, 2013, Regular Meeting  

 

Item 1 Nathan Haack requests approval of the Haack Subdivision, a small subdivision 

located at approximately 850 East Center Street 

 

Item 2 Haskell Homes requests Subdivision Final Approval for the Swift Creek 

Subdivision located south of Aspen Pointe Subdivision, north of Majestic 

Mountain Subdivision, west of Noble Visa Subdivision and Brown Estates 

approximately between 900 South to 1100 South and 800 East to 1000 East, 

located in the Southeast quarter of Section 5, Township 4 South, Range 5 East, 

SLB&M 

 

Item 3 Boyer Company requests approval of a single family home development located 

at Industrial Parkway and 1200 South 

 

Item 4 Red Ledges requests Subdivision Final Approval for Red Ledges Subdivision 

Phase 2D, located in the Red Ledges Development in the vicinity of Red Ledges 

Blvd.  The main entrance to the Red Ledges Development is at 1851 East Center 

Street (Lake Creek Drive) 

 

Item 5 Consideration of proposed 4.014 acre Gardner Annexation at 2530 South 

Southfield Road for airport land owned by Heber City 

 

Administrative Items: 

 
Those interested in the above items are encouraged to attend.  Order of items may vary if needed.  In compliance with the 

Americans with Disabilities Act, those needing special accommodations during this meeting or who are non-English speaking 

should contact Karen Tozier or the Heber City Planning and Zoning Department (435-654-4830) at least eight hours prior to the 

meeting. 

 

Posted on August 1, 2013 in the Wasatch County Community Development Building, Wasatch County Library, Heber City Hall, 

the Heber City Website at www.ci.heber.ut.us and on the Utah Public Notice Website at http://pmn.utah.gov.  Notice provided to 

the Wasatch Wave on August 1, 2013. 

Karen Tozier, Planning Commission Secretary 

http://www.ci.heber.ut.us/
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HEBER CITY CORPORATION 1 

75 North Main Street 2 

Heber City, Utah 3 

Planning Commission Meeting 4 

Thursday, July 11, 2013 5 

 6 

7:00 p.m. 7 

Regular Meeting 8 
 9 

Present: Planning Commission: Harry Zane 

  Michael Thurber 

  David Richards 

  Kieth Rawlings 

  Darryl Glissmeyer 

  Clayton Vance 

   

Absent:  Craig Hansen 

  Mark Webb 

   

Staff Present:   Planning Director  Anthony Kohler 

 Planning Secretary Karen Tozier 

 City Engineer Bart Mumford 
 10 
Others Present:  Paul Berg and Jeff Riding. 11 
 12 

Chairman Rawlings convened the meeting at 7:08 p.m. with a quorum present.   13 

 14 

Pledge of Allegiance:  Commissioner Glissmeyer  15 

Approval of Minutes:      June 13, 2013, Regular Meeting 16 
 17 

No comments or concerns regarding the minutes from the Commission.  Chairman Rawlings 18 

stated if there were no comments to the minutes the Chair would entertain a motion to approve 19 

the minutes for the June 13
th

 Regular Meeting.  Commissioner Glissmeyer stated his motion, “So 20 

moved”.   Commissioner Zane seconded the motion.  Voting Aye: Commissioners Zane, 21 

Richards, Rawlings, Glissmeyer, and Vance.  Absent: Commissioner Thurber.  Voting Nay: 22 

none.  The motion passed.   23 

 24 

Item 1 Public Hearing to consider adoption of proposed Beekeeping Ordinance  25 
 26 

Anthony Kohler indicated that Heber City does not currently have an ordinance which would 27 

permit beekeeping although there are some individuals in the City who are keeping bees.  The 28 

reason for the ordinance would be to promote the ability of people to grow gardens and crops as 29 

long as this isn’t a nuisance.  He had provided a number of ordinances from other cities for the 30 

Commission to review and the proposed ordinance had been drafted after Salt Lake City’s 31 

Ordinance. 32 

 33 

Chairman Rawlings opened the public hearing to public comment.   A member of the public, Jeff 34 

Riding, indicated he would like to make some comments after he had had time to read the 35 

proposed ordinance.  Chairman Rawlings answered that they would hear his comments when he 36 
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was ready, to just raise his hand, and they would listen to any comments he had.  Riding agreed 37 

to this.  There were no other members of the public in attendance and so Chairman Rawlings 38 

closed the public hearing at this time.  39 

 40 

The Commission discussed the proposed ordinance.  Commissioner Zane commented on Item B 41 

Hive Location by stating that he thought it would be alright for the adjoining property owner to 42 

waive the placement of hives a minimum of five feet from the property line but that the 43 

requirement for the hives to be at least six inches above the ground should not be waived under 44 

any circumstances.  There was further discussion on this, whether there should be a waiver to the 45 

five foot requirement from the property line, hive flyway zone, flight path, and proximity to 46 

property lines and possibly sidewalks.  Jeff Riding indicated that many beekeepers will place a 47 

two foot barrier in front of the hive, that bees will adjust their flight path; they will naturally go 48 

up to avoid running into anything.  When within five feet bees can not necessarily fly straight up.  49 

There were questions as to how many bees are in a hive.  Jeff Riding answered questions.  He 50 

expressed he hated to see restrictions.  How many bees should be allowed?  He explained that the 51 

area bees need pertains to foraging area and not so much the size of the yard.  Riding indicated 52 

bees will range within one mile of their hive.  Discussion on limiting the number of hives, on 53 

apiary inspectors, inspections, bee diseases, and requiring or not requiring beekeepers to take a 54 

class such as a community education three-night class.  The Commissioners expressed their 55 

thoughts on these topics.  Jeff Riding brought up the topic in the ordinance that stated regardless 56 

of tract size, where all hives are situated at least 200 feet in any direction from all property lines 57 

of the tract on which the apiary is situated; there shall be no limit to the number of colonies.  He 58 

indicated that if he was a beekeeper and wanted to keep 25 hives on someone’s land he would 59 

hate to be restricted to have to have it in the center; it is usually on the property edges where 60 

farmers are going to say, ‘I don’t plant, I don’t irrigate this corner, so keep the bees over there’, 61 

as opposed to making it be in the center of the property.  Discussion of this, after discussion 62 

concluded Riding indicated he had no objections.   63 

 64 

Commissioner Zane moved that we accept the proposed beekeeping ordinance that we’ve got a 65 

draft here and also that provided they add the-they keep the hive six inches off the ground if they 66 

have that waiver thing.  Chairman Rawlings asked him, so you want to make that mandatory, six 67 

inches above the ground no matter what?  Commissioner Zane answered, “Yeah, no matter what 68 

the deal is, six inches above the ground all the time”.  Chairman Rawlings repeated, “Six inches 69 

above the ground no matter what, even, with adjacent property owner waiving the - okay, so if 70 

that passes we might have to just make the change in the ordinance”.  Commissioner Thurber 71 

seconded the motion.  Commissioner Thurber asked what the reason was for the requirement for 72 

the hives to be a minimum of six inches off the ground.  Jeff Riding answered that this was for 73 

purposes of providing adequate ventilation to the hive and also so that the bees can defend their 74 

hive from vermin-type animals.  Voting Aye: Commissioners Zane, Thurber, Richards, 75 

Rawlings, Glissmeyer, and Vance.  Voting Nay: none.  The motion passed.   76 

 77 

Item 2 Watts Enterprises requests a Master Plan Amendment / Concept Approval 78 

for the Ranch Landing Development located at 500 East and approximately 79 

800 South  80 
 81 

Anthony Kohler indicated he had a correction to his staff report and informed the Commission 82 

that 500 East had been dedicated to the City from Watts Enterprises in 2009 with a warranty 83 

deed.  The City owns 500 East from 1200 South up to the northern edge of Ranch Landing (the 84 
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southern portion of 500 East).  He suggested that we have the road dedicated before final 85 

(approval). The school district still owns from 500 East from the northern edge of Ranch 86 

Landing (the northern portion of 500 East).  The Commission had questions on this.  City 87 

Engineer, Bart Mumford, answered their questions.  He indicated the school has not dedicated 88 

their portion of 500 East to the City yet.  There are still negotiations over impact fees and some 89 

last items related to the canal and that is what has held up recording this to dedicate it to the City.  90 

Mumford explained that once there was a realization that this was in the area that had already 91 

been dedicated to the City the second access was not an issue.  There was brief discussion further 92 

regarding 500 East and access.   93 

 94 

Paul Berg, the Engineer for Watt’s Enterprises, addressed the Commission.  He explained that in 95 

the previous master plan for Ranch Landing this was going to be townhomes.  The townhomes 96 

have been removed from the plan and they are now planning for an R-3 Single Family 97 

Subdivision.  They had taken a sliver of property from the condos to help maintain the landscape 98 

feel that the road has along the side and they would do the same with the storm water pond.  He 99 

summarized that the commercial zone developed so far complies, the COSZ can still be in 100 

compliance even though they are amending the master plan and this property just becomes a 101 

standard R-3 subdivision.    102 

 103 

The Commission reviewed and discussed the plat at this time.  There was a question on the roads 104 

that ended on the east and north of the plat.  Bart Mumford answered that the standard required a 105 

temporary cul-de-sac if the street were more than two lots deep and as this was only one lot deep 106 

they do not require that; there was also the option to put a temporary turn-around in.  Lot size 107 

was reviewed, fire hydrants, setbacks and frontage were discussed and there was also discussion 108 

on snow removal plans for Lots 9 and 16.  Bart Mumford answered that generally they just push 109 

the snow to the end but if there were to be a heavy snowstorm then it would need to be hauled 110 

out.  Commissioner Richards asked if utilities were okay.  Bart Mumford indicated there were no 111 

problems on utilities.  The park strip and sidewalk, etc. were discussed.   It was pointed out this 112 

was a master plan amendment to their previous approval and this was also a subdivision concept 113 

approval.  Kohler explained the subdivision process to some of the newer Commissioners.   114 

 115 

Commissioner Zane moved that we recommend approval for Watt’s Enterprises’ request of 116 

Master Plan Amendment / Concept Approval for the Ranch Landing Development located at 500 117 

East and approximately 800 South and ruling that it is consistent with the General Plan, Chapter 118 

18.22 Clustered Open Space Zone, and Chapter 18.60 R-3 Residential Zone.  Commissioner 119 

Richards seconded the motion.  Voting Aye: Commissioners Zane, Glissmeyer, Thurber, 120 

Rawlings, Vance, and Richards. Voting Nay: none. The motion passed. 121 

 122 

Administrative Items: 123 
 124 

Chairman Rawlings asked about what land was left in the City that is zoned R-3 Residential that 125 

has not yet been developed.  Discussion on R-3 Zone and developments.   126 

 127 

Commissioner Zane moved to adjourn the meeting.  Commissioner Thurber seconded the 128 

motion.  Voting Aye: Commissioners Zane, Glissmeyer, Thurber, Rawlings, Vance, and 129 

Richards. Voting Nay: none.  The motion passed and the meeting adjourned at 8:09 p.m.   130 



 

Heber City Planning Commission 
Meeting date: August 8, 2013 
Report by: Anthony L. Kohler 
 
Re: Haack Small Subdivision 
 

Mr. Haack is proposing a one lot subdivision at approximately 850 East Center. This and adjoining properties 
were annexed into the city about 8 years ago with the Mill Road Estates property to the south. This property was 
purchased by Nelsen Carter, who successfully rezoned the property to the R-2 Zone and subsequently received approval 
for a 4 lot single family subdivision. The current parcel being considered for a one-lot subdivision approval consists of 
Lots 2, 3, 4, and the road of the original Center Pointe Subdivision proposed by Mr. Carter. 

Sometime between 2009 and 2012, the home which fronts upon Center Street and the remainder of the property 
(this parcel) were separated without subdivision approval by the city. Today both parcels are considered to be an illegal 
subdivision of property. Mr. Haack is approaching the city with a proposal to make his portion of the illegal split “legal” 
by getting the required subdivision approval from the city. The existing home is on a separate parcel owned by others and 
will still be considered an illegal lot. Mr. Haack is proposing to build one home on his property rather than 3 new 
building lots as originally proposed. 

The proposed parcel is 63.33 feet wide and 1.06 acres in size. The R-3 Zone requires 80 feet of street frontage 
width for each lot and 8,000 square feet of area for each lot. To promote the infill of homes on larger lots, the city 
adopted an infill provision in 1998 in Section 18.12.200 that permits a lot to be split into 2 lots if the original lot is at 
least 1.8 times the area and 1.8 times the width required for a lot. This would require at least144 feet of frontage and 
14,400 square feet of area for the original lot. The original lot had 169 feet of frontage and about 1.3 acres, exceeding the 
requirements of the infill ordinance. The ordinance permits the city to place conditions upon the subdivision to maintain 
the characteristics and values of the area. One suggestion may be to require larger setbacks than required by the R-2 Zone 
(30 feet front, 6 feet and 8 feet side, and 25 feet rear setback minimums).  

A fire hydrant exists across Center Street, placing the lot within the required 250 feet spacing. In similar 
subdivisions where curb and sidewalk are not adjoining a subdivision, the city has required deed restrictions requiring 
sidewalk, curb, gutter, and asphalt to be installed at a future date when such improvements are built nearby. The nearest 
sewer line is available in 750 East about 400 feet away. The property owner could therefore elect to utilize a septic tank, 
but would have to hook up onto sewer when sewer is brought within 300 feet of the property, which will occur when 
Broadhead Estates 2 is constructed to the west of this property. Water and secondary irrigation exists within Center Street 
in front of the property. 
 
Suggested Motion of Approval 

The proposed one-lot split is consistent with Heber City Code, Section 18.12.200 Small Lot Splits, Chapter 
18.56 R-2 Residential Zone, and Title 17 Subdivisions, conditional upon the following: 

1. A deed restriction be placed on the property requiring the property owner to pay for installation of curb, gutter, 
sidewalk, and asphalt improvements along the lot’s street frontage at request of the city.  

2. The future home be situated so the front door faces Center Street and be setback at least 30 feet from the 
property line to the north. 

3. The driveway to the future home be constructed to meet the requirements of the fire code. 
4. Any home constructed on the property be required to connect to sewer when a sewer line is constructed with 300 

feet of the property. 
 

Section 18.12.200 Small Lot Splits 
 A. Where a parcel of land at the time of adoption of the ordinance codified in this Title is at least one and 
eight-tenths times as wide and one and eight-tenths times as large in area as required for a lot in the zone, the planning 
commission may permit the division of a parcel into two lots provided: 
  1. Such division will not cause undue concentration of buildings; 
  2. The characteristics of the zone in which the lot is located will be maintained; 
  3. In the opinion of the planning commission, values in the area will be safeguarded; 
  4. To meet and preserve the requirements of 1, 2, 3, the Planning Commission may impose certain 
restrictions. Those restrictions will constitute a covenant running with the land and shall be approved in writing by the 
owner and recorded against the property in the Wasatch County Recorder's Office.  
 B. Neighborhood Infill lots shall not be eligible for consideration pursuant to this Section. All 
Neighborhood Infill lots shall meet the minimum requirements of Section 18.83.040. 
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HEBER CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Staff report by:  Anthony L. Kohler 
Meeting Date:  August 8, 2013 
 

Item:  Swift Creek Final Subdivision  
 
 The applicant is proposing final approval for the Swift Creek Subdivision. The 
subdivision received final approval in 2007 and the final approval has since lapsed, necessitating 
this request. The development is nearly identical to the original proposal, excepting some minor 
engineering details for utilities to meet updated engineering standards.  Swift Creek contains 27 
lots and is zoned R-2 Residential Zone.  This property was annexed in 2007 as part of the Mcneil 
Schneider Annexation and is subject to an annexation agreement with Heber City.  Many of the 
annexation conditions have been met as surrounding development has been constructed. 
 

Since approved in 2007, the subdivisions to the north and east, notably Aspen Pointe and 
Browning Estates, have finalized construction and provided street access to Swift Creek. Offsite 
sewer flowing towards 1200 South and the waterline in Mill Road have been completed and can 
provide service to this subdivision. Majestic Mountain Estates to the south has also been 
completed and provides the necessary street frontage for lots 24 through 27. There is a Master 
Planned trail along the canal; an easement should be provided to connect the trail to the street on 
Lot 5 so the trail doesn’t dead end. The irrigation easement along the west side of the subdivision 
is intended to be abandoned when the irrigation line is moved; the subdivision plat should make 
note of this issue. 
 
RECOMMENDED MOTION 
 

The proposed Swift Creek Final Subdivision is consistent with Chapter 17.16 General 
Subdivision Procedures, Section 17.20.010 Concept Plans, Chapter 17.24 Street Design 
Standards, Chapter 17.32 Lot Design Standards, Chapter 17.40 Improvements, Chapter 18.56 R-
2 Residential Zone, conditional upon the final plat noting the irrigation easement will eventually 
be abandoned and the plat designate a trail easement connecting through Lot 5 from the canal 
trail to the street. 
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Heber City Planning Commission  
Report by: Anthony L. Kohler 
Date: August 8, 2013 
 
Re: Valley Station Residential Development 
 

The Boyer Company is proposing subdivision concept for property located at 1200 South 
600 West. The proposed development would be comprised of single family detached housing. 
The property was annexed by Boyer Company a few years ago and is subject to an Annexation 
and Development Agreement. 

 
The development is comprised of 113 units on 19.81 acres, at a density of 5.7 units per 

acre. The property is zoned Mixed Use Residential Commercial Zone (MURCZ), which permits 
a housing density of up to 20 units per acre. Originally this property was proposed to be 
comprised of 135 town homes on the western 9.47 acres at a density of 14.25 units per acre, so 
the current proposal is a significant reduction in housing density from the original proposal (see 
attached Meadow Walk plat for reference).  

 
The proposed subdivision lots would front upon standard sized 60 foot wide public right 

of way streets. Industrial Parkway (600 West) is a planned Major Collector with a 72 foot right 
of way and 1000 South is a planned Existing Minor Collector. 1000 South improvements are 
already constructed, while 600 West will need curb, gutter, sidewalk, and asphalt widening.  

 
The setbacks of the MURCZ require 30 foot front street setbacks for garages and 15 foot 

side and front street setbacks for other living space. Along 600 West, a designated Residential 
Transition Zone in the MURCZ, all buildings will need to be setback 30 feet from the 600 West 
street property line, while corner lots will need a 20 foot setback from the 600 West property 
line. Other side and rear property line setbacks are not designated in the MURCZ, but should be 
designated by the developer on the plat. Some distances to consider are 5 foot side setbacks and 
20 foot rear setbacks. 

 
For architecture, the MURCZ requires “All public street building façades shall be 

constructed with a combination of stucco, hardy board, brick and/or stone as outlined in the 
design criteria.  The use of vinyl, aluminum, and steel siding along any public street facing 
building façade shall be prohibited.” 

 
The MURCZ requires “At least 30% of the residential component of the MURCZ shall 

be open space, landscaped with lawn and trees, boulders, and sculptures, and provide 
recreational opportunities for residences of the development, such as tennis courts, swimming 
pools, playground equipment, walking trails, etc., and other features as approved by the City. 
The developer is proposing to calculate the area of the lot setbacks as open space, which does not 
appear to be prohibited by the ordinance. The developer is proposing a storm drain pond on the 
south of the project and a trail through the storm drain area as common open space. Along 600 
West, the planter strips would be 8 feet wide, which is wider than the minimum 4 foot width, 
which is proposed to be counted as open space. This part assists in meeting the Residential 
Transition goals to buffer the existing residential development with berms, open space, and trees 
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along 600 West. Additionally, along all park strips in the development, the developer would 
require owners to plant 2 trees along each lot to enhance the street park strips.  

 
The corner lots along 600 West, 300 West, and 1000 South have driveway accesses 

coming from the interior streets to minimize driveways on the arterial and collector streets. The 
street access to 600 West was moved from 1250 South to 1200 South, as that is a Master Planned 
Arterial Street. Lots 147 and148 would preferably access to the south to minimize driveways in 
the cul-de-sac, to ease the burden for street plowing with fewer driveways.  

 
The development will likely be phased, developing the eastern part of the development 

last in hopes that in the meantime a commercial developer will purchase that eastern part and 
develop a retail store. Before development, the developer will need to bring a preliminary and 
final application to the Planning Commission, then final application to the City Council. 

 
RECOMMENDED MOTION OF APPROVAL 
 

The proposed concept is consistent with Title 17 Subdivisions and Chapter 18.42.040 
MURCZ, conditional upon the developer working with staff before Preliminary Approval to try 
to: replace the cul-de-sac with a through street, decrease the block length from Lot 171 to 202, 
alter lot locations to keep driveways away from intersections and limit driveway access to 600 
West as much as feasible; and consistent with the Development agreement, construct the trail 
along the storm water easement. 
 
Section 18.42.040 Site Design 
B. Building Setbacks. 
  1. In the Mixed-Use Residential Commercial Zone, there shall be no area and 
width requirements.  All commercial, service buildings and structures, gasoline pumps, and all 
buildings and structures shall be setback at least ten feet from any public street property line.   
  2. Residential buildings which have parking areas accessed from the rear of 
the building shall have minimum front street and side street property line setbacks of at least 15 
feet, as measured from any public street property line, as long as the street meets the adopted 
street standard width for a public street.  All other residential buildings shall be located at least 
30 feet from any public street property line, unless a larger setback is required elsewhere in this 
Chapter.  Buildings located in Residential Transition areas shall be subject to the setbacks as 
specified in Section 18.42.100. 

 
Section 18.42.100 Residential Standards 
 A. Vision Statement.  The MURCZ is intended to include a mixture of compatible 
commercial and residential development inclusive of retirement and residential development, 
attached and detached multi-family and single-family dwellings, condominium and townhouse 
developments, apartments, and planned unit developments.  Residential development within the 
MURCZ is intended to be compatible with existing surrounding residential development where 
applicable.  The residential portion shall be walkable and pedestrian friendly, with well 
maintained, high quality buildings and ample landscaped and open areas, include well designed 
parking and recreation facilities, and seamlessly integrate into the commercial portion of the 
MURCZ.  The City shall require a development and maintenance agreement for the residential 
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component of the MURCZ to assure implementation of this vision statement and the purposes of 
the MURCZ. 
 B. Subdivision.  All proposed units which involve the sale of property, such as a 
building lot, single-family home, townhouse, or condominium, shall be approved through the 
large scale subdivision process in Title 17, and the applicable documents such as plats, 
condominium declarations, etc., shall be approved and recorded prior to sale. 
 C. Density.  The density of residential units within the MURCZ shall not exceed 20 
residential units per acre.   
 D. Open Space.  At least 30% of the residential component of the MURCZ shall be 
open space, landscaped with lawn and trees, boulders, and sculptures, and provide recreational 
opportunities for residences of the development, such as tennis courts, swimming pools, 
playground equipment, walking trails, etc., and other features as approved by the City. 
 E. Affordable Housing.  Each development shall comply with Chapter 18.102 
“Affordable Housing”. 
 F. Parking.  Each residential unit shall be provided with 2 (two) off-street parking 
stalls.  All required off-street parking stalls shall be located within a parking garage, except 
where it can be demonstrated that uncovered parking will not have a detrimental effect on public 
street traffic flows.  No parking shall be located within any required setback area except for 
permitted driveways leading to the required parking areas.   
 G. Architecture.  Residential buildings shall have a master planned architectural 
style.  The design criteria of the MURCZ shall apply to all residential buildings.  All public street 
building façades shall be constructed with a combination of stucco, hardy board, brick and/or 
stone as outlined in the design criteria.  The use of vinyl, aluminum, and steel siding along any 
public street facing building façade shall be prohibited.  
 H. Access.  Driveway access to public streets shall be minimized through driveway 
sharing onto private driveway access lanes.  All private driveway accesses and roads shall be 
constructed to meet at least the fire apparatus road standard.  All public streets shall meet the 
adopted street standards of the City. 
 I. Residential Transition.  Residential buildings within the MURCZ which are 
located directly across the street from, or which directly abut existing residential development, 
shall have a housing product that is designed to appear like a single family dwelling.  This 
residential transition area shall be confined to residential uses only. 
  1. Residential buildings within the residential transition area shall not exceed 
35 (thirty-five) feet in height, measured from grade to the highest point of the building, 
excluding chimneys and antenna.  In lieu of this height limitation, any building constructed taller 
than 35 feet shall be setback its distance in height from the public street property line or existing 
residential-development property line. 

  2. Residential buildings within the residential transition area shall be 
setback 30 feet from a public street property line and 20 feet from any side or rear property lines 
which abut existing residential development, and shall include a four (4) foot tall berm, 
landscaped with lawn and evergreen and deciduous trees and shrubs.  The berm shall contain at 
least one tree and/or shrub per 10 feet of public street frontage or property line length, placed as 
deemed appropriate by a landscape architect. 
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HEBER CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Report by:  Anthony L. Kohler 
Meeting date:  August 8, 2013 
 

Re:  Red Ledges Phase 2D 
 
Red Ledges is proposing Phase 2D with 9 single family lots. There is a 20 foot setback requirement from 
the front right of way, and a 16 foot building to building setback (6 feet on one side, 10 feet on the other) 
and lots 2-4 and 7 need to be pushed back a couple of feet from the right of way, and most of the lots need 
to be nudged slightly for the 16 foot side setback.  There should be sufficient room to accommodate these 
movements as the lots are surrounded by open space. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The proposed final plat for phase 2D is consistent with the adopted Red Ledges Master Plan, Preliminary 
Approval, and the PC Zone, conditional upon lots 2-4 and 7 being pushed back to meet the 20 foot 
setback requirement and each of the lots being modified to meet the 16 foot building to building setback 
and addresses be assigned to each lot on the final plat. 
 
 
 

Vicinity Map 

 
 

Phase 2D Location 











Heber City Planning Commission 
Reprot by: Anthony L. Kohler 
Meeting date: August 8, 2013 
 

Re: Gardner Annexation 
 

The city is proposing to annex 4 acres of land that is sandwiched between Heber City and 
Daniel Town. The purpose of the annexation is to simply bring the property into Heber City 
consistent with the rest of the airport. The city does not intend to develop the property, but 
continue utilizing the property in an agricultural use and clear zone for the runway. There will be 
no need for additional city services for this property. The General Plan identifies this property as 
being zoned I-1 Industrial. 
 

The City Recorder has certified the annexation petition as being consistent with Utah 
State Code. Affected Entities have until August 30 to object to the proposed annexation. The 
City Recorder has sent letters to adjoining property owners notifying them of the protest period. 
After August 30, the City Council will hold a public hearing and make a final decision on the 
proposed Annexation.  
 
Recommended Motion 
 

The proposed annexation is consistent with the Heber City Annexation Policy Plan and 
General Plan, and the property should be zoned I-1 Industrial, consistent with the General Plan. 





































Heber City
Annexation Policy Plan

June 1, 2006

Heber City Corporation 



ANNEXATION POLICY PLAN

In accordance with the provisions of 10-2-400, Utah Code Annotated, all municipalities within 
the State, except Salt Lake County, are required to adopt an Annexation Policy Plan.  In this 
Annexation Policy Plan, the cities are required to develop an expansion area  map or plan for the 
future growth of the community for the next 20 years.  The annexation area plan shall 
incorporate the long range planning objectives contained in the general plan of the community 
and shall represent a graphic illustration/representation of the areas that the city intends to 
provide services to within the 20-year period.   

The Annexation Policy Plan is created by the City to guide decision making regarding future 
annexations. It also helps the City plan for future expansion in conjunction with neighboring 
political entities. Open communication between the City and other political entities, particularly 
the County, is a priority in the process of developing the Annexation Policy Plan.

EXPANSION AREA MAP
20-Year Growth Boundary

The City shall adopt and maintain an expansion area map that represents the 20-year growth 
boundary which includes territories outside, but adjacent to, the community that may be annexed 
into the City.  This map is consistent with the Heber City Future Land Use Map.  These areas are 
not bordered by any other municipality. Even though the proposed properties may lie within the 
expansion area, there is no guarantee that the annexation request will be approved by the City. 
The petition for annexation may require additional requirements than those contained in the 
current Annexation Policy Plan.

Areas to be annexed must be contiguous to the corporate limits of Heber City at the time 
of submission of the annexation request.

Heber City shall avoid gaps between or overlaps with the expansion areas of other 
municipalities.

Proposed annexations will not be approved if they create an island or peninsula, as 
described in the State Code, of the unincorporated area.  
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ANNEXATION POLICY

The following is a statement of the criteria Heber City will use in determining whether or not to 
approve future annexation proposals.

I. CHARACTER OF THE COMMUNITY

Heber City is located about 45 miles from Salt Lake City, 20 miles from Park City and 27 miles 
from the Orem/Provo area.  Heber is a high-amenity mountain valley community which provides 
an excellent location for individuals and families interested in an outdoor lifestyle surrounded by 
a scenic environment.  The relatively close commute to surrounding areas has attracted, and will 
continue to attract, a large number of people who want to live in this community but are willing 
to commute to work and shopping within reasonable driving distances from the City.  This poses 
a rather unique problem for the community that affects its growth and development.  For this and 
other reasons, Heber City's tax base needs more diversification, specifically permanent jobs and 
commercial services.  Thus, developing an annexation policy that deals with the specific issues 
of Heber City will have a significant impact on the future quality of life and development of 
Heber City.  

Recently Heber City's bedroom community problem has been complicated by a significant 
number of commuters from Summit County who are service area workers supporting the tourist 
and winter sports activities of the Park City area who have difficulty finding affordable housing 
in the area of their employment.  They find the quick drive to Heber on the newly improved four-
lane roads an attractive alternative.  However, the problem with this is that it places a larger 
burden upon Heber and its residential services.  It is very important that Heber City's policies on 
dealing with growth and annexation support a balanced tax base and diversification of 
commercial, economic, and resident employment opportunities.

Heber City's development patterns are somewhat unique from smaller communities that are not 
part of a suburban environment but are separated from major population centers.  Heber's 
existing City boundaries, with a few exceptions, are fairly well built out, especially residential 
areas.  New residential or general growth expansion will require annexation.  It is very important 
that Heber City take a long-range view, at least 20 years if not longer, at its potential for 
expansion.  The City may run out of developable land in 10 years and may find itself surrounded 
by County-developed properties with different standards which could impede further 
development of the City in its natural growth area.  Identifying the 20-year growth boundary 
needs to be a little generous so that it does not limit beneficial growth which Heber may 
experience.  At the same time, it needs to be in areas where the City can efficiently extend 
municipal services and always discourage leap frog or rural sprawl development which increases 
the costs and places a higher tax burden on the citizens.

POLICY STATEMENT:
DEVELOPMENT IN ANNEXED AREAS CONSISTENT WITH THE MASTER PLAN

Heber City has adopted a Master Plan for future development in those extraterritorial areas of 
interest for future annexation as indicated in this Policy Declaration. This Master Plan defines 
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proposed land uses as well as the nature and density of development desired in each particular 
area.  Any proposed development in an area to be annexed must be consistent with the Master 
Plan, notwithstanding the said Master Plan may be amended from time to time as deemed 
necessary and appropriate.

POLICY STATEMENT: 
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION TO REVIEW ANNEXATION

In order to facilitate orderly growth and development in Heber City, the Planning Commission 
shall review all proposed annexations and make recommendations to the City Council as set 
forth in the State Statute. 

POLICY STATEMENT:
ANNEXATION TO BE CONSIDERED ONLY IN AREAS OF POTENTIAL URBAN 
SERVICE

Heber City's policy is to consider annexation only in those areas where the City has the potential 
to provide urban service (either directly or through inter-local cooperative agreement). These 
areas may include locations served or to be served by urban services.  See Section VII, Item 2. 

POLICY STATEMENT:
ISLANDS AND PENINSULAS OF UNINCORPORATED AREAS TO BE ANNEXED

Heber City encourages islands and peninsulas to become annexed to Heber City.  As provided 
for by State Code, Heber City will provide services for up to one year.  Heber City may, upon the 
initiative of the City Council and without receipt of a petition therefore, extend its corporate 
boundaries to include such territory, notwithstanding filing of a written protest for such 
annexation as provided by law. It is the intent of Heber City to exercise their initiative in this 
regard.

POLICY STATEMENT:
TIME PERIOD TO COMPLETE ANNEXATION PETITION STUDY

After an annexation petition has been certified, the protests period over, and the petition 
forwarded to the Planning Commission for study, a period of one year is allowed to finish the 
study and a recommendation submitted to the City Council.  If action is not taken in that one-
year period, the annexation request will be null and void.  However, one 6-month extension may 
be allowed to complete the study and prepare a recommendation to the City Council if approved 
by the City Council.  

II. MUNICIPAL SERVICES IN UNDERDEVELOPED AND UNINCORPORATED 
AREAS

In the past, Heber City has had limited extension of urban services in the unincorporated areas. 
A fundamental policy is that if some one desires urban services, he ought to be annexed into the 
City.  A few exceptions include some development south on Daniel Road and along Lake Creek 
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Road.  However, these areas will eventually be annexed into the City and full services will be 
provided to them.  Another exception is where development has occurred further away from the 
City but the development is an important component of the community such as the 
airport/industrial area, where urban services have been extended.  

In most of the residential areas, urban services have been extended.  In the commercial area 
along Highway 40, there has been a limited amount of municipal services provided; however, 
full service needs to eventually be extended as the areas further develop.

POLICY STATEMENT:
MUNICIPAL SERVICES IN THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS

The City Council may extend municipal services to the unincorporated areas if they find that 
such expansion is consistent with the overall Annexation Policy Plan and General Plan and will 
not present barriers for future annexation consistent with the General Plan and Annexation Plan. 
The petitioner will be charged 1 2 times the hook-up fee and 1 2 times the monthly service 
charges. The petitioner will also be required to enter into an agreement to annex when the City 
reaches his property.

POLICY STATEMENT:
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT BOUNDARIES

Where feasible, the City favors annexation along the boundaries of water and sewer 
improvements or special service districts and may include portions of or all of said districts.

III. PLAN FOR EXTENSION OF MUNICIPAL SERVICES

The plan for extension of municipal services is represented in the General Plan and the Master 
Plan for Public Facilities.  These two adopted policy documents are developed around the 
physical land use plan development map which includes the 20-year growth boundary.  An 
important component of this extension of municipal services is the ability of the City to 
effectively serve these areas.  

POLICY STATEMENT:
HIGH QUALITY MUNICIPAL SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED 

It is the policy of Heber City to extend a high quality of municipal services delivered efficiently 
throughout the City, including areas of annexation. Further, the City promotes the equitable 
distribution of community resources and obligations. Such services may be provided directly by 
Heber City, through inter-local cooperative service agreements, or through creation of such 
special improvement districts as determined by Heber City to be in the best public interest of its 
citizens. 
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POLICY STATEMENT:
COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARDS AND REGULATIONS

It is the policy of Heber City to require development in annexed areas to comply with City 
standards and regulatory laws. This includes the City's Building Code, Subdivision and Zoning 
Ordinances, and Construction Standards for street width, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street 
lighting, road signs, and other utilities.  However, existing development may be annexed as legal 
nonconforming development and uses, consistent with Heber City’s Code dealing with 
nonconforming uses.

POLICY STATEMENT:
AVOID ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS

It is the policy of the City to avoid development of wetlands, steep-slope, critical environmental 
habitat areas, shrink-swell soils or any other environmental conditions that threaten the integrity 
of the City infrastructure unless, in the annexation agreement, the developer can show how they 
will mitigate these issues in conformance with the City Ordinances, Code and Federal and State 
Regulations.

IV. FINANCING SERVICES

It has been a fundamental policy of the City that developments finance their extension of 
municipal services.  Impact fees derived from the development may fill some of the gaps in 
providing services to the developed areas; but development within expanded areas needs to be 
the primary responsibility of the developer or property owner.

POLICY STATEMENT:
MUNICIPAL SERVICES ON AN AS-NEEDED BASIS

In areas where municipal services are not presently extended, services will be extended on an as-
needed basis at the cost of the developer.  All extensions of municipal services must comply with 
all City ordinances and policy criteria and will be paid for by the individual developer or 
property owner.

POLICY STATEMENT:
ANNEXATION AGREEMENT

An annexation agreement, which will be recorded, will be prepared between the City and 
property owners outlining specific circumstances relating to water, sewer, and streets, and other 
specific improvements after review by the Planning Commission, and prior to final annexation 
approval by the City Council.

Water rights of the type and quantity acceptable to Heber City that can be utilized for 
underground water rights (culinary, secondary), shall be required to be conveyed to Heber City 
as a condition of development, subdivision approval or issuance of a building permit on property 
annexed into the Heber City limits.  

Heber City Annexation Policy Plan                           June 1, 2006 Page 6 of 10



It is the intent that land annexed to Heber City be accompanied by water rights sufficient to 
accommodate the needs of the existing and potential occupants of said land when development 
occurs.  The water rights conveyance requirements of development shall be in addition to any 
requirement that may be imposed upon development of land after annexation and in addition to 
appropriate Heber City impact fees.

Water requirements, as referenced by the previous paragraphs, will be established on a case-by-
case basis utilizing, among other things, Division of Drinking Water Standards.  Specific 
requirements will be contained in the annexation agreement; but the general guideline of one (1) 
acre foot of water per residential building permit will be a minimum standard.

The annexation will allow developers of the annexed property access to culinary water, sewer, 
and other services.  In accordance with the Utah Code and the Heber City Code, all 
developments are required to meet City Specifications, comply with all applicable development 
ordinances, and ensure all improvements are installed pursuant to Heber City Standards.

POLICY STATEMENT:
EXTENSION OF ROADS, STREETS AND OTHER VITAL PUBLIC FACILITIES

As a condition of annexation, developments may be required to extend streets, water and sewer, 
and other vital public facilities consistent with the Heber City Public Facilities Master Plan. 
Development of improvements shall be extended to the edge property lines.

V. ESTIMATE OF TAX CONSEQUENCES

The following is an estimate of tax consequences to residents both currently within the municipal 
boundaries and in the expansion area.  

It is anticipated that areas annexed into the City will increase in value, and the tax assessment on 
newly developed areas, along with impact fees, development fees, and additional revenue 
assessments will generate revenue to help support the new services.  However, the City needs to 
constantly monitor and advocate for a balanced tax base through economic promotion and 
development and by encouraging commercial and service industry.

POLICY STATEMENT:
REVENUE AND ANNEXATION
Consistent with State Law, it is not Heber City's intent to annex territory for the sole purpose of 
acquiring revenue.  However, it is important for a community like Heber City to maintain a 
balanced tax base.

POLICY STATEMENT:
AVOIDING DOUBLE TAXATION

At the time of the proposed annexation the City will give consideration to the tax consequences 
to property owners within the area proposed for annexation, as well as the property owners 
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within the municipality, in order to prevent double taxation and to ascertain the annexation will 
not be a tax liability to taxpayers within the municipality.

VI. INTERESTS OF AFFECTED ENTITIES

The affected entities are municipalities, the school district, special service districts and County 
government.  Input from affected entities shall be requested.  After a draft Annexation Policy 
Plan is developed, or amendments are incorporated thereto, affected entities will be notified. 
Each Petition for Annexation shall include a concept plan.  What is required in the concept plan 
at the time of filing the Petition for Annexation is limited to the best knowledge of the Petitioner 
at the time of said filing.  This requirement to submit a concept plan with the petition, shall in no 
way limit or restrict changes, amendments, alterations or modifications to said concept plan 
throughout the annexation and development process as may be desired either by the Petitioner, 
Developer, Planning Commission or City Council.

It is important that both the school district and the County be notified of the policies and 
guidelines for annexation.  The school district should coordinate their future development and 
facility needs consistent with the growth plans for the City.  The County should have growth 
policies that reinforce and are complementary to the City's growth policies so that a cooperative 
and coordinated development within the County and City occur.

POLICY STATEMENT:
ANNEXATION OF SCHOOLS

Due to their neighborhood character, annexation of schools will be considered when the 
immediate neighborhoods served by the school are annexed into Heber City.

POLICY STATEMENT:
COMPLY WITH CITY STANDARDS

It is the desire of Heber City that, in the event that parcels of land within the expansion area are 
developed and are not at the time able to be annexed into the City, such development will be 
consistent with Heber City's standards and specifications for streets and public facilities and the 
County will refer all developments to the City for review and recommendations.

VII.  ANNEXATION ANALYSIS

During the annexation process, and prior to referral to the City Council by the Planning 
Commission, the Planning Commission shall evaluate the following items where applicable and 
may require additional items from the petitioner, if deemed necessary. 

1.  Property Features

Map(s) and documents showing the features on and surrounding the property, including present 
and proposed City boundaries, existing land use, proposed zoning, existing buildings, location of 
existing septic tanks and culinary wells, existing and proposed water, pressurized irrigation, 
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canals and sewer mains and proposed extensions, existing streets and public areas, acreage of 
property to be annexed, existing utility service providers (including culinary water, sewer, 
pressurized irrigation, special service districts, and/or other municipal service providers).

2.  Service Needs Assessment

The applicant shall provide maps and documents listing and describing in detail those City 
services that must be expanded to meet the needs of the proposed annexation.  Future services 
needed to adequately serve the proposed annexation should be estimated for the following:  1. 
Police protection (personnel, equipment, and police stations), 2.  Fire protection (personnel, 
equipment, hydrants, fire stations), 3.  Public works (additional street lighting, maintenance, 
construction, garbage collection, street mileage), 4.  Parks and recreation (additional park 
acreage, recreational programs, new facilities), 5.  Water (water main construction, maintenance, 
replacement of old lines, valid water rights), and 6.  Sewers (new interceptor lines, additional 
treatment plan costs and capacity constraints, pump station costs to maintain).  7.  Storm 
drainage (retention vs. detention, connection to existing storm drain systems, flood channels, and 
outlets).

3.  Proposed Services:  City Costs and Revenue

The cost of development statement should include the additional cost incurred by the City for all 
services provided by the City resulting from the proposed annexation and development.  The 
petitioner should also provided a summary statement of all anticipated building permit, impact 
fee, sales tax, property tax, and other public revenue generation resulting from the project at 
build out.  This analysis should also include the number of proposed residential, commercial, and 
industrial units, estimated population at build out of proposed annexation area, current assessed 
valuation of the proposed annexation area and anticipated assessed valuation at build out, and a 
summary statement of any financial commitments bound to the property by a Special Service 
District.

Plan of Services for Proposed Annexation Area

If the property can be serviced with City services only through the future construction of onsite 
or offsite facilities, the City may negotiate terms and a time frame with the developer for the 
construction of these services through an annexation agreement with the developer.  The 
annexation analysis should serve as a guide for the City in its decision as to the form, extent, and 
content of the annexation agreement.

The following are definitions added to the new annexation statute:

1) "Affected Entity:" A county in whose unincorporated area the area proposed for annexation is 
located; an independent special district under Title 17A, Chapter 2, Independent Special 
Districts, whose boundaries include any part of an area proposed for annexation; a school district 
whose boundaries include any part of an area proposed for annexation; and/or a city whose 
boundaries are within a 2-mile of an area proposed for annexation. 

Heber City Annexation Policy Plan                           June 1, 2006 Page 9 of 10



2) "Expansion Area:" the unincorporated area that is identified in an annexation policy plan as 
the area that the City anticipates annexing in the future.

3) "Specified County:" a county of the second, third, fourth, fifth, or sixth class.

4) "Urban Development:" A housing development with more than 15 residential units and an 
average density greater than one residential unit per acre; or a commercial or industrial 
development for which cost projections exceed $750,000 for all phases.
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