Heber City Corporation
City Council Meeting
May 18, 2006
7:00 p.m.

REGULAR MEETING

The Council of Heber City, Wasatch County, Utah, met in Reqular Meeting on 05/18 in
the City Council Chambers in Heber City, Utah.
Present: Mayor David R
Council Members Te m. e
n Shelton

Jeffery Bradshaw
izabeth Hokanson

Absent: \)\/ ari Lazenby
jer

Also Present: City Mana Mark K. Anderson

Paulette Thurber

Bart Mumford (part meeting)
Allen Fawcett

Ed Rhoades

C
Others Present: Chelsea Haynes, @w ner, Weston Kester, Kylie Ferguson, Drew lvie,
Shane Cardon, Brent Overson, Kri erson, Jordan Stott, Jordan Miller, Chuck Richins,
James Summers, Bryan Mic Bruce Zollinger, Morgan Taylor, Megan Hansen, Wayne
Thacker, Branden Dauvis, raper, Jessica Giles, Jed Williams, Ryan Fenton, Kendall
Crittenden, Paul Ken , ett Orr, Brian Balls, Ashley Teig, Mike Thurber, R. Stone,
George Bennett, Mi hnston, Robert Hicken, Mike Kohler, Todd Weston, Annie Bruehl,
Mark Smedley, mings, Walter Plumb, and others who names were not legible.

Pledge of A % ce: Councilmember Terry Wm. Lange
Prayer.: Councilmember Elizabeth Hokanson

Mayor Phillips recognized the students from the high school. He invited them and anyone else to
address'the Council with issues not already scheduled on the agenda.

Minutes: April 20, 2006, Work Meeting
April 20, 2006, Regular Meeting
May 4, 2006, Work Meeting
May 4, 2006, Regular Meeting
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Councilmember Hokanson moved to approve the Work Meeting and Regular Meeting minutes of
the April 20, 2006, and May 4, 2006, City Council meetings. Councilmember Shelton made the
second. No discussion. The voting was unanimous in the affirmative. Councilmember Lazenby
was absent.

OPEN PERIOD FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Veigh Cummings told the Council he had property on the outskirts of the City and would like to
present to them the possibility of annexing it into Heber City. He explained that if that
happen, he would like to put in an RV park. He said it would be an absolute #1 facili
in the State of Utah. He said it would be very high caliber with landscaping and ¢ amenities.
He felt it would be an asset to the community and revenue making for the C §

the Council was amenable to the idea, he would like to discuss the issue fur indicated he
had his own right-of-way and a lot of water and that the property consi res. Anderson
pointed out the parcel on the Annexation Policy Plan Map which showed t operty to be low
density residential. Mayor Phillips asked about the feasibility of the plan. erson said it was a
parcel that could be annexed and water service was available. ed that it could connect

and gravity flow, rather than pump, if sewered in conjunction with the proposed Bassett
Annexation. Mayor Phillips suggested Cummings meet Nst and have explained the

annexation process so he was aware of all issues.

APPOINTMENTS

Paul Kennard — Consideration to desiqnata as an Enterprise Zone: Kennard

explained that an Enterprise Zone was ethi ailable through the State of Utah, Governor’s
Office. He referred to the material he had-submitted for the packet. He said he was waiting to
hear on the Recycling Zone. Kennard e ned the credits on an enterprise Zone were better
than on the Recycling Zone. He reviewed those credits. He said that unlike the Recycling Zone,
there was nothing the City had to'commit to but there was some criteria to meet. He indicated
because of the population an@h, there was a short window to apply and asked for
authorization to proceed. Mayor Phillips said this was an opportunity to help businesses.
Councilmember Brads d where the zone would be. Kennard said that would have to be
defined but that it di% ply to retail.

Councilmember @ moved to authorize Kennard to proceed with an application for an

Enterprise ouncilmember Bradshaw made the second. The voting was unanimous in the
affirmative. ilmember Lazenby was absent. Kennard felt if approved, the Zone would be
inpl to the first of the year.

Neil Morkel — Aspen Pointe Subdivision - Final Subdivision approval for property located
at approximately 600 South between 800 East and 1200 East: Brian Balls, Summit
Engineering, represented this issue. An overhead of the area was shown. It was indicated the
property was adjacent to the Hat Creek and Mill Road Subdivisions--south of 600 South past the
homes already built. Mayor Phillips indicated the Planning Commission had recommend
approval. Balls said he had been working hard with planning staff to meet the requirements of
the Planning Commission. Anderson said Mumford had another obligation but he was favorable
to the request only with the condition of a letter of approval from WWET. Balls indicated he
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had met with them earlier in the day and there were some minor issues to work out.
Councilmember Hokanson asked about item four and five of the Planning Commission
recommendations pertaining to driveway access. Balls said the idea was to minimize, as much as
possible, driveways onto collector roads. He said they had worked with Wasatch County to
address the homes to make sure they addressed correctly. Councilmember Hokanson asked about
the temporary easement (Recommendation three from the Planning Commission) Balls explained
it had to do with future development and getting the trail easement from that future development.
Councilmember Hokanson asked about the sidewalk and when it would be complete. Balls said
it would be the focus from the beginning of the development. They would make sure the
gutter and sidewalk were in place for the school children. He said they understood-the

of the process to make it safe for the children. It was discussed the sidewalk on 6 % existed
already but the rest of the infrastructure might not be complete by school. B ! n, project
manager, said the highest priority would be placed on Mill Road and 600 S

Councilmember Hokanson moved to grant subdivision final approval for Aspen Pointe
Subdivision conditioned on the six stipulations from Planning C@mi ion (listed below) and

any requirements of the City Engineer. Councilmember Lange second. The voting was
unanimous in the affirmative. Councilmember Lazenby was absent. The conditions were:

1) Petitioner must meet the affordable housing ordina
developer through the County Housing authority. The Housing
payments in lieu of providing affordable housing

2) Detention lot to be owned by Heber Id be maintained by the Home
Owner’s Association and landscaped by the develop

3) Petitioner should show a temporary easement on the plat along lot 26 connecting
the trail to the sidewalk

4) Final plat should note th 34, 42, and 33 cannot establish driveway access
from 600 South

5) Final plat should no@ lot 6, 15, 57, 58, 59 cannot establish driveway access
from 800 or 820 East

6) The master pl ewer line should be built in the streets flowing from the
north to the south, in lieu ewer line easement along the canal

as proposed by the
thority has approved a plan for

nnett — Request for condominiumization of an existing eight-bay
oad: Bennett said he appreciated the opportunity to talk with the Council.
isting building on Airport Road be shifted to condominiums. He referred
et from the request that was approved a few years ago. Bennett indicated

Tony Mahon/Geor

pointed out they did not provide their findings in their report. He felt their findings were that it
met the requirements of the City. Councilmember Bradshaw said the Planning Commission had
discussed this issue at length. Specifically, what kind of businesses would occupy the spaces. He
said they did not see any reason to not approve. Councilmember Lange asked Councilmember
Shelton if he was O.K. with one water meter servicing the entire building. It was explained that
the ordinance only required one meter even though power, gas, and telephone required individual
meters. It was stated the only entity to allow a common meter was Heber City for water and
sewer with the billing going to the condo association. Anderson said the City based its impact
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fees on fixtures and that Mumford had calculated the impact. Councilmember Shelton said he
had always been bothered by a building that only had one meter. Bennett reiterated the impact
fee was based on fixtures. Anderson indicated the City would look at the usage and convert it to
equivalent residential units (ERU). He said that some of these type of buildings actually used less
than 1 ERU but the City charged for a minimum of one ERU. Bennett said it looked like one unit
would be 4 or 5 ERUs because it was a laundry. Bennett said the water meter would be 1 %2 inch
instead of 1 inch. Bennett indicated there was one addition to the mylar from the paper copy
which was a requirement from the Planning Commission. It was indicated the City would not
accept responsibility for the right-of- way until it was brought up to City standards.

Councilmember Bradshaw moved to approve the request for condominiumizatio a ing
eight-bay building on Airport Road subject to approval from the City Engln : member
Hokanson made the second. No further discussion. The voting was unanlmo S e affirmative.
Councilmember Lazenby was absent.

Mike Johnston — Summit Engineering - Annexation Petition Bepta e or Rejection —
Southfields Annexation — 98.23 acres of property located we e present Heber City

boundary beginning at the intersection of 1200 West (Seuthfield Road) and Midway Lane
and extending southward: Mike Johnston, Summit Engineering, explained a similar annexation
petition had been submitted three years ago. At that time the County was working on the Event
Center and they asked that the annexation wait untl th s complete. The current petition is
submitted by different owners. He explained tha t to create a peninsula, they included
the Cowley property, the tree farm and the Col enter. He indicated most of those
property owners were not interested in development. Johnston reviewed the area and discussed
the property owners feelings on the annexation based on signatures on the petition and those
property owners that were not contacte'd not sign. Discussion about the zoning. Mayor

Phillips asked for input

Val Draper, Wasatch County Co c@mber — Draper said as the County Council addressed the
issue and looked over the plans, of the main things the had concern with was transportation
and in particular the byp d. He did not want to move too far forward until the
transportation plan was'i . He expressed concern also with how compatible the
development would &heir property. He expressed concern that the signatures had no dates.

He wanted to m e the signatures were current signatures and suggested they should be
dated.
Cou radshaw said his concern was the bypass route and acquiring a right-of-way in

—

‘ said a concept plan had been delivered to the county on Monday. (Titcomb)
Ander on reV|ewed the area on the Future Land Use Map. He said the petitioner requested R-1
Zoningwhich made sense since the City didn’t, at this time, have an Institutional Zone. He
suggested the Council should perhaps have the Planning Commission work on the Institutional
Zone. Mayor Phillips indicated the truck route or bypass corridor had not changed. He said as a
condition of annexation, Heber City could exact a right-of-way without cost to the City. The
other issue of concern with compatibility with the County’s complex was discussed. Johnston
said the ball fields were already in place. Anyone buying in the area would be aware of the
surroundings. Discussion about placing notes on the mylar indicating the surrounding
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environment. Draper said the County’s Master Plan showed more ball fields in the area and that
should be taken into consideration. Anderson asked about better monitoring of the lights on the
current ball fields as he had driven by two times at night in the past two weeks and all the lights
were on and no one there.

Johnston indicated he was with each of the property owners when they signed and all had been in
the last 30 days.

Walt Plumb, Developer — Plumb indicated they were aware of the transportation plan a
thought it would help facilitate the plan. He said the proposed development wouIl e.Ccon

anything about new ball fields. Draper said the County’s Master Plan showed the rodeo grounds
moving to that area and also there had been talk about a recreation center o e if not built
in conjunction with the school. Councilmember Lange said he would to nnexation at

this time. Mayor Phillips discussed 650 South and that area being the unty
County Councilmember Draper felt anything north of 650 South.and east o
should be considered recreation area and should be protected fo yor Phillips indicated
he wanted to protect everyone’s interest, including the ones.that already lived there.
Councilmember Shelton indicated the bypass road had already.costa lot. He would like to see a
more detailed plan and commitment so the City didn’t lose money again. Mayor Phillips talked
about conditions of annexation and the bypass. Ander id the City would require a deed if a
bypass area was required at annexation. Johnston s as why they had gone to the effort of
getting the signatures that they did. They wa them in to get the bypass nailed down.

Johnston said they were all on board for what needed with the bypass.

Bruce Zollinger - In his discussions wit icken and Kay Probst, they wanted consideration
to hook onto a sewer line.

Val Draper felt the time frame t m@ according to State Law, was too short. That was why
he wanted these issues addre e said the County didn’t want to protest and if their concerns
could be addressed, they %\ not need to protest. He indicated their concerns were the
transportation plan, z maters plan of the area, potential conflict, compatibility with existing
area, and corridor. &

Anderson ex t if the Council accepted the petition, the City had 30 days to certify the
petition aft h the 30 day protest started. He suggested some applicants waited until the
prot erio over until starting with the Planning Commission because of money issues.
Mayo ' ed if the Council wanted to send this to the Planning Commission and start
working with the petitioners. Johnston said they were willing to do a master plan based on the

zoning. Anderson said that even if this petition was not accepted, the City still expected the
County to annex their property based on their commitment to the City. He also said he did not
mean to be difficult, but the issues the County had brought up, in his opinion, are not valid
reasons to protest.

County Councilmember Draper talked about the rodeo grounds current location and didn’t know
what would happen with that. He said “We need to work with you as a City to try and decide if
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that were to change hands the direction you would want to go with that.” He continued that the
rodeo grounds do compliment what was located on Southfield Road. He suggested the City and
County get together and talk about their desires for the old area. Anderson indicated the City’s
master Plan already addressed what the City wanted —R-2 Zoning. Plumb indicated he was
involved with a large annexation in Park City. In his experience, discussion with the Planning
Commission was the time to talk zoning. He said, “By accepting, you are not granting the right
to develop, but only consider to work on a win win situation between both the City and County.
County Commissioner Crittenden indicated there needed to be some kind of plan up fr
Mayor Phillips advised the Council to accept and forward to the Planning Commission
on it, but not to try and decide all issue at this stage. He said it needed to be worke

work, then it doesn’t get annexed,” he said Plumb talked about fairness to the de He said
he would hire the best planners and engineers and get what was best for eve
Councilmember Draper indicated again he did not like the idea of only. 0.days to protest.
He asked the Council, “Would you give up your legal right to not anv\wh t would end up in

the end?” County Councilmember Kohler suggested a protest on.the County’s part would only
make them players.
fiel

Councilmember Bradshaw indicated his concept was that So oad would be the end of
development westward He said he had a hard time seeing that area go into houses. He
questioned where the sprawl would stop. He indicate id not want to see development go all
the way to the river. Mayor Phillips suggested Ni sawn five years ago had changed.
He also suggested one reason to annex was to get the corridor. Discussion about an R-14 Zone.
He felt it might behoove the City to have 14,00 are foot lots along the corridor or one-acre
lots. He felt there were options to consider and if the City could get it to what they wanted, it
would be good. “If not, nice seeing you

Councilmember Hokanson said it v@wous the City wanted to secure the right-of-way. She
didn’t want to close the City’s oppo y as to what was wanted there. She did not know if
housing was the answer, tho hnston said they knew what the City wanted corridor wise
and that was why they br this forward the way they did.

Councilmember Sh
get into trouble
I will not support

)ﬁgdlcated he was not opposed to annexation but didn’t want the City to

e bypass. “We need the truck route and unless that is part of the condition,
e said. Mayor Phillips agreed if the corridor was a condition of

ight-of-way would be the City’s. Councilmember Lange indicated the

e County to finish their annexation for a long time.

Councilmember Lange moved to deny the request and work immediately with the County to
decide what zoning would be placed there. Councilmember Hokanson made the second. Mayor
Phillips asked if the City and County worked out their issues and presented them to the
petitioner, would the Council consider the petition if the petitioner came back with a new
petition. The Council seemed to think that was a possibility. No further discussion on the motion.
Voting AYE to deny: Councilmember Lange and Councilmember Hokanson. Voting NAY to
deny: Councilmember Bradshaw and Councilmember Shelton. Mayor Phillips voted NAY.
Motion to deny failed.
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Mayor Phillips said the issues needed to be addressed and felt they could be worked out in the
time frame. He indicated everyone wanted answers to the bypass and if the developer was
interested, those answers could be found.

Councilmember Bradshaw moved to accept the petition. Motion died for lack of a second.
was referred to. Anderson read the Code. It appeared from thel4-day language in th

item had to be place on the next agenda. At that time, if the Council failed to acc
petition, it would go to the Planning Commission as if it were accepted.

Mayor Phillips thanked the audience for their input and indicated the issue placed on

the next agenda.
Brian Balls — Summit Engineering - Annexation Petition — \’uce Rejection —

ept
Cook/Houston Annexation — 28.54 acres of property located en 600 South and 1200
South along 1200 East (Mill Road): It was explained the &e: annexation had to be annexed
Ho

er, Dave Church, attorney
. to'accept the petition. Balls said they were
Neil property failed. Balls pointed
oads. Balls said the intent was to
iscussion about what area would be

before this one could be finalized because of boundary issue
for Utah League of Cities and Towns, said it was O.
aware of the possibility of not being able to annex if the

out the existing homes on the property. Discussion ¢ @
include the entire width of Mill Road in the a ion:D
developed.

Councilmember Hokanson moved to ac e annexation petition presented by Summit
Engineering (Cook/Houston Annexation).and forward it to the Planning Commission for further
study. No further discussion. Coun%er Shelton made the second. The voting was
unanimous in the affirmative. n mber Lazenby was absent.

ering - Annexation Petition — Acceptance or Rejection —

0 acres of property located at approximately 1300 South and

: A review of the area was shown on an overhead. Mayor

ere some issues which had to do with bypass corridor that needed to be
ferred to the meeting between UDOT, Boyer and the City last week. He

: ylar of the area showing possible transportation issues. It was pointed out
this ion-.would depend on the Crook Annexation being finalized. Discussion about a

Brian Balls — Summit E
Broadhead Annexati
600 West (Industri
Phillips caution
discussed. Ande

get a signal per UDOT. Discussion about the placement of this property in conjunction with the
Crook Annexation and Herrod Annexation. Balls pointed out the properties proposed for
annexation were on City water already.

County Councilmember Crittenden said the County would want the triangle piece to be included

because of a County road that would connect to Industrial Parkway. Discussion that Mel Price
had agreed to not fight annexation.
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Councilmember Lange recommend to not accept the Broadhead Annexation Petition submitted
by Summit Engineering and see about bringing in the triangle piece, as well. He proposed to
reject the petition and re-look at it with the triangle piece included. Councilmember Shelton
made the second. No further discussion. The voting was unanimous in the affirmative.

Anderson asked what the City posture was going to be on 1300 South. “Should the petitioners go
to all the work of a new petition and then have the Council deny because they don’t know what

will happen at 1300 South?” he questioned. Balls indicated he would like to be involved ir
transportation planning process for the Crook Annexation to make it work with t?'Q

annexation.

ACTION ITEMS Q

Discuss Recommendation from Airport Advisory Board regarding Hangar Development:
Anderson reviewed the new hangar proposal for the airport. He indicated t irport Board did
not want to continue using an existing road to access hangars. | ointed out that as they go
through the construction of the project, there would be suitable materials for road base. Anderson
said the thought was to put a Request for Proposal out for eloper to put in water, sewer and
electricity and have them compact, grade and pave the road that would be placed by the
contractor. Mayor Phillips said the Airport Board had done a good job. Councilmember Lange
felt there was a condition on Andersons of Diamonc % 0 help pave. County Councilmember
Crittenden said he had not been able to find any requirements but that he would search further
with his planning department to see if there % irements for their business license. Chief
Rhoades indicated there had been some‘new fen stalled out by the Animal Shelter but didn’t
know if it went along the 66’ right-of-w. nderson said he assumed it was outside the 66’
right-of-way. Chief Rhoades indicateg t me Land Security was now more concerned with

small airports than large airports. There concern was that terrorists could walk into a place like
Heber and fly into something like t d on 9-11. Anderson said there were some security
fencing funds that could be ined to limit walk-on access.

and have one more follow-up check on Councilmember Lange’s concern with Diamond Waste.

Mayor Phillips recoe Council accept the recommendations of the Advisory Board

Brain Balls sai
MCM Engine
went.into the ma

involved in the first hangars being built because of his employment with
agreed with Anderson that there was a tremendous amount of work that
eting, etc., of the hangars. It was felt the hangars would sell quickly.

Councilmember Lange moved to allow staff to prepare an RFP (Request for Proposal) per the
Airport'Board recommendation. Councilmember Shelton made the second. The voting was
unanimous in the affirmative. Councilmember Lazenby was absent.
Airport Advisory Board recommendations:

1) Have Armstrong Consulting design the hangar utilities infrastructure and roadway
improvements

2) Have waste material from the taxiway reconstruction (suitable for road base) be
placed on a future roadway
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3) Require the developer of the hangar areas to compact and pave the roadway as a
part of the development

4) Have the City participate in the funding of some of the roadway—this is based on
a need to improve access to the industrial property and Animal Control Shelter

5) Evaluate the cost of designing and building a roadway through the Jarvis property
as an access route to the new hangar area by the run up area. This cost would potentially be
placed on the developer of the eastern hangar area

County Councilmember Crittenden was asked to determine if an agreement with Diam aste
existed and if so, determine ways to enforce it.

Ordinance 2006-10 — Amendment to 18.68.120 - Height of Fences and Walls: as
general review of what the proposed ordinance would do. Anderson said inthere had
been exceptions to the six foot fence on corridors, around schools and i Industrial Zones. He
said the City was now getting requests from property owners that di t quality for exceptions.
He continued that when staff started evaluating the issue, it was felt the City’had made a mistake
by carving out the exceptions. He said the proposed ordinance 0 took the regulation back
to several years ago before the exceptions. He said the proposed ordinance still had one
exception on double sided lots—the proposed ordinance would eliminate 6° fences except on
double sided lots. The would still be allowed in back yards. Councilmember Lange questioned
enforceability. Smedley said that the ordinance cou enforced.

Balls asked if there was a good way to monit grandfathered and what wasn’t.

Mumford said yes based on the date on the fence it. Councilmember Lange wanted to know
what the driving force way behind this.
this change. She indicated she had calle
front. She said one reason was they

uncilmember Hokanson said she was the one pushing
ral cities and none allowed six foot fences in the
garbage and there was also a safety issue. Chief
Rhoades said there were a lot of visibility issues with six foot fences in front yards. Brian Balls
said this issue had been heard by the rd of Adjustment. He suggested on corner lots they
should be developed such th n’t an issue. Councilmember Hokanson suggested blue
stakes should give a head the City if there wasn’t a fence permit issued.

Councilmember Ho & moved at approve 2006-10 as proposed. Councilmember Bradshaw
made the secon rther discussion. Voting AYE: Elizabeth Hokanson, Jeff Bradshaw, and
Vaun Councilme helton. Voting NAY: Terry Wm. Lange. Motion passed. Councilmember

Hokanson did not feel people should be told to go to the Board of Adjustment. Anderson said a
person had the right to appeal the decision of the Zoning Administrator. Smedley said he would
make sure staff understood the process and allowed people their due process.
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DISCUSSION/ACTION ITEMS:

Award of Bid — Crack Seal and fog Coat of the run way and Apron Areas: Councilmember
Lange moved to approve the low bid for crack seal and fog coat of the runway and apron areas at
the Heber City Airport from M & M Asphalt Services. Councilmember Bradshaw made the
second. No discussion. The voting was unanimous in the affirmative. Councilmember Lazenby
was absent.

CITY COUNCIL BOARD ASSIGNMENTS

Heber City Planning Commission — 2™ Thursday — Bradshaw
Wasatch City/County Health Department — 3" Tuesday — Lazenby
Heber Valley Special Service District — 3" Wednesday — Phillips, Shelton, % on

Historic Preservation - Lazenby

No reports were given.

OTHER ITEMS AS NECESSARY:

At 9:55 p.m. Councilmember Shelton moved to go into Closed Session to discuss land
acquisition and pending litigation. Councilmember Hokanson made the second. Those going
into Closed Session were: Mayor Dave Phillips; C @ ember Lange, Councilmember
Shelton, Councilmember Bradshaw and Cou per-Hokanson; City Manager Mark

Anderson; City Recorder Paulette Thurber; Ci gineer Bart Mumford; Chief of Police Ed
Rhoades (part of the meeting) and City ‘Attorney Mark Smedley.

At 11:20 p.m. the Council moved in Session.

There was discussion about a traffic y and if one was needed, particularly in the school areas.
Mayor Phillips discussed re ing stop signs and if the City wanted the school to regulate stop
signs or if they should be@ted by rules. Anderson was asked to call the school and tell them

some signs they had insta ere not justified and ask if they had knowledge of something the
City didn’t and t &r}icate with the City on these issues.

oc
As there wer Qr items of business, the Heber City Council meeting of May 18, 2006,

adjourned.

Paulette Thurber, City Recorder
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