
 

ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

 
NOTICE is hereby given that the CITY COUNCIL of Alpine City, Utah will hold a Meeting on Tuesday, September 23, 2014 at 

6:30 pm at Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, Utah as follows: 

 

I.   CALL MEETING TO ORDER*  

   A.  Roll Call:      Mayor Don Watkins             

 B.  Prayer:       Lon Lott 

C.   Pledge of Allegiance:    By Invitation  

 

II.       PUBLIC COMMENT:  The public may comment on items that are not on the agenda.  

 

III.       CONSENT CALENDAR 

 

A. Approve the minutes of September 9, 2014 

B. Approve 15 Miles Per Hour Speed Limit, including penalty for violation of said speed limit, for Lambert Park 

C. Approve Outside Audit Contract with Greg Ogden 

D. Bond Release - Box Elder Plat E - $28,425.60 

    

IV.       REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS  

 

V.       ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS    

 

A. Planning Commission Appointment: The Council will consider a candidate for the Planning Commission. 

B. Setback Exception Request - 121 North Main Street - Bair Property.  The Council will review a request for an 

exception to the setback requirements on a piece of property. 

C.  Moyle Park Master Plan Discussion.  The Council will discuss the master plan for Moyle Park.  

D.  Wireless Telecommunication Ordinance:  The Council will approve the amendment to the Telecommunication 

Ordinance (Article 3.27) as voted on at the last City Council meeting.  

E. Authorize Amending PSD Interlocal Agreement to Require Four Years Notice to Leave the PSD: The Council 

will consider approving the amendment of the PSD Interlocal Agreement to require four years notice to leave the PSD. 

F. Utah Valley Dispatch Facility Cost Assessment – Decision on Alpine City’s Participation in Funding the 

Proposed Dispatch Center:  The Council will consider if they want to participate in funding the proposed new 

UVDSSD dispatch center. 

 

VI. STAFF REPORTS 

 

VII. COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

 VIII. EXECUTIVE SESSION: Discuss litigation, property acquisition or the professional character, conduct or competency of 

personnel.   

   

 ADJOURN   

 

*Council Members may participate electronically by phone. 

 

              Don Watkins, Mayor 

September 19, 2014 

 
THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS.  If you need a special accommodation to participate, please 

call the City Recorder’s Office at (801) 756-6241. 

 
CERTIFICATE OF POSTING.  The undersigned duly appointed recorder does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was posted in three public 

places within Alpine City limits. These public places being the bulletin board located inside City Hall at 20 North Main and located in the lobby of  

the Bank of American Fork, Alpine Branch, 133 S. Main, Alpine, UT; and the bulletin board located at The Junction, 400 S. Main, Alpine, UT. The 
above agenda notice was sent by e-mail to The Daily Herald located in Provo, UT, a local newspaper circulated in Alpine, UT. This agenda is also 

available on our web site at www.alpinecity.org and on the Utah Public Meeting Notices website at www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html 

http://www.alpinecity.org/
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City Council, September 9, 2014 

ALPINE CITY COUNCIL MEETING 1 
ALPINE CITY HALL, 20 North Main, Alpine, UT 2 

September 9, 2014 3 
 4 
I.  CALL MEETING TO ORDER:  The meeting was called to order at 6:39 pm by Mayor Don 5 
Watkins. 6 
 7 
 A.  Roll Call:  The following were present and constituted a quorum: 8 
 9 
Mayor Don Watkins 10 
Council Members:  Troy Stout, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott, Will Jones 11 
Council Members not present:  Kimberly Bryant was excused.  12 
Staff:  Rich Nelson, Charmayne Warnock, David Church, Shane Sorensen, Jason Bond, Joe McCrae, 13 
Brian Gwilliam 14 
Others:  Bob Bowman, Greg Clark, Brian Higbee, Alice Cosper, Steve Cosper, Sarah Bybee, Jessica 15 
Bybee, Sue Gandolph, Todd Gandolph, Kay Holbrook, Michelle Schirmer, Paul Bennett, David Sutton, 16 
Steve Crain, Kevin Hurley, Myrna Grant, JL Dunn, Lauren Roberts, Larry Sparks, Tad Hurley, Scott 17 
Hurley, Debbie Merrill, Mike Kennedy, Katrina Kennedy, Kent Tasso, Stephanie Tasso, Lynn Steubner, 18 
Olivia Helms, Steve Swanson, Easton Gunn 19 
 20 
 B.  Prayer:      Troy Stout 21 
 C.  Pledge of Allegiance.:  Easton Gunn 22 
 23 
II.  PUBLIC COMMENT: 24 
 25 
Jessica Bybee represented Highland City residents who were asking Alpine City to build a sidewalk along 26 
Westfield Road so students in Highland who attended school in Alpine could walk to school in safety. 27 
She said they would like Alpine City to get it on the budget for this year so it could be built as soon as 28 
possible.  29 
 30 
Mayor Don Watkins said they were aware of the situation and had learned that half of the sidewalk was in 31 
Highland City limits. He asked if Highland City was planning to build a sidewalk.  32 
 33 
Ms. Bybee said they had not yet approached Highland City. They were hoping for a commitment from 34 
Alpine City so they could take it to the Highland City Council.  35 
 36 
Mayor Watkins said Alpine had a priority list for sidewalks. There were other critical areas in Alpine that 37 
also needed sidewalk. They would need to go to the citizens and ask if they wanted to raise taxes to build 38 
sidewalks. There was also the possibility of a special assessment to the property owners where the 39 
sidewalk would be constructed.  40 
 41 
Lon Lott said they had a similar problem in his neighborhood on 800 South several years ago. The 42 
children were deemed close enough to the schools to walk but because they would have to walk along 43 
Alpine Highway and there was no sidewalk along the west side of the road which necessitated the 44 
crossing of Alpine Highway twice. Alpine School District surveyed the traffic on Alpine Highway and 45 
determined that a bus should be sent to pick up the school children on 800 South.  He suggested they meet 46 
with the school district.  47 
 48 
Mayor Watkins suggested that this issue come back to the Council one they found out if Highland City 49 
was interested in building their share of the sidewalk. In the meantime, they should have a right-of-way or 50 
a crossing guard.  51 
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 1 
Paul Eberting said that while they were discussing sidewalks, there was a problem on Canyon Crest Road 2 
just past the LDS church. They needed to have the police patrol along there, especially when children 3 
were walking to school.  4 
 5 
Chief Brian Gwilliam said the department had purchased a traffic trailer for data collection. They could 6 
set it up on Canyon Crest.  7 
 8 
III.  CONSENT CALENDAR 9 
 10 
 A.  Approve the minutes August 26, 2014 11 
 12 
MOTION:   Will Jones moved to approve the minutes of August 26, 2014. Lon Lott seconded. Ayes: 4 13 
Nays: 0. Lon Lott, Roger Bennett, Troy Stout, Will Jones voted aye. Motion passed.  14 
 15 
IV.  REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS 16 
 17 
 A.  Deer Population Control Issues – Part 1. – Brian Higbee. 18 
 19 
Brian Higbee said his background was in wildlife biology although he never worked in it. He also owned 20 
a ranch in Southern Utah and worked with the Division of Wildlife Resources and Fish and Game.  21 
 22 
Regarding the issue of deer control, he said there were solutions other than killing them, which was what 23 
they did in Highland City. He said Bountiful City had a program that relocated the deer. Information on 24 
the program in Bountiful City was included in the packet.  25 
 26 
Mr. Higbee said the issue of deer could be very divisive. He would like to propose that Alpine take 27 
another course of action. The mountains were all around Alpine. Every year millions of people paid 28 
money to visit special places in the mountains such as the state and national parks. He suggested Alpine 29 
take advantage of their unique location by the mountains. He wanted to create a vision and unify the city. 30 
He said most people he talked to did not want to pursue a lethal remedy to the deer problem. He said there 31 
were wildlife groups who would come in and talk to the Council and tell them what they had been doing 32 
with the deer for 20 years and it had worked. He said he would like to create an Alpine Natural Resource 33 
Council to develop a long-term image of Alpine as the kind of place people would pay money to go see. 34 
That would involve the mountains, the plants and wildlife. He said that if people would fence their 35 
backyards and plants vegetation in the front that the deer didn't want to eat, it would go a long way toward 36 
solving the problem. The citizens needed to be educated and learn how to enjoy and live with wildlife.   37 
 38 
Troy Stout asked who was responsible to remove carcasses of deer that had been hit by cars. Chief 39 
Gwilliam said they should notify the Division of Wildlife Resources. It was suggested their number be 40 
published in the Newsline.  41 
 42 
V.  ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS 43 
 44 
 A.  Appointment to the Planning Commission:  Mayor Watkins said they were postponing this 45 
item.  46 
 47 
 B.  Wireless Telecommunication Ordinance:  Mayor Watkins turned this issue over to 48 
Councilman Lon Lott who had been working with the neighborhood in the Shepherd's Hill area.  49 
 50 
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Lon Lott said that one of the issues had been that the public hearings on cell towers were held at the 1 
Planning Commission level, which were the meeting the residents attended. However, the decisions were 2 
made at the City Council level where they had legal input from the City Attorney. They had invited the 3 
neighborhood to attend the City Council meeting that evening because they felt it was important that the 4 
citizens have their voices heard.  5 
 6 
Mayor Watkins said they tried to make a difference on things they could make a difference on. The 7 
frustrating things was that were some things that were regulated by federal law where the cities had little 8 
control. He invited David Church to address the issue.  9 
 10 
David Church said they were talking about three separate issues. The first issue was Sprint's application to 11 
add new equipment to their existing tower on Shepherd's Hill. Last week the City had addressed the 12 
application and talked about that specific application in relationship to the new federal legislation. The 13 
legislation read as follows: 14 
 15 
 State or local government may not deny, and shall approve, any eligible facilities request for a 16 
 modification of an existing wireless tower or base station that does not substantially change the 17 
 physical dimensions of such tower or base station.  For purposes of this subsection, the term 18 
 ‘‘eligible facilities request’’ means any request for modification of an existing wireless tower or  19 
 base station that involves— 20 
  (A) collocation of new transmission equipment;  21 
  (B) removal of transmission equipment; or  22 
  (C) replacement of transmission equipment. 23 
 24 
Mr. Church said the second issue was the recommendation that the City update their Wireless 25 
Telecommunication Ordinance to reflect the recent changes in federal legislation on cell towers. Upgrades 26 
to an existing tower which did not substantially change the tower shall be approved and dealt with in an 27 
expedited manner. It was also suggested that the DRC (development review committee) deal with those 28 
specific applications.  29 
 30 
The third issues was the issue raised by Steve Crain who said that if they were looking at amending the 31 
ordinance, they should also look at encouraging the location of cell towers in other areas such as parks, 32 
schools, cemeteries, etc. Technology had changed and they could be located very unobtrusively on flag 33 
poles, etc.  34 
 35 
Will Jones said that one of the big issues raised in Planning Commission was why were they going to  36 
adopt an ordinance to reflect the federal law if the actual law had not yet been adopted in Congress? 37 
 38 
David Church said the FCC had proposed some regulations and adopted some guidelines for cities. It was 39 
not part of the law but there were guidelines stating what a substantial change was.  40 
 41 
Lon Lott said the neighbors were concerned about how and who it was that determined if there was a 42 
substantial change. They wanted that decision to be handled more publically rather than by the DRC.   43 
 44 
Kent Tasso said he lived in the Shepherd's Hill neighborhood. He owned four residential treatment 45 
centers in other communities and he was aware of the process involved in getting city approval for 46 
controversial uses. They could not be denied, but the details were debatable. In one community he had 47 
been required to put in a road. He said he felt the Council did a poor job of representing the people of 48 
Alpine. He would like them to get a second opinion to make sure the wireless companies were not taking 49 
advantage of the residents. He would like to know if the City had more power or authority than they 50 
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thought they did. He recognized that they could not restrict or deny the towers, but he felt there were 1 
conditions that could be imposed on the towers.  2 
 3 
David Church said they could require stealth towers and that language was already in the ordinance. He 4 
said the City had received voluntary compliance from the wireless carriers on landscaping around the 5 
towers.  6 
 7 
Greg Clark said the ordinance as proposed had two problems. First, it was so vague the staff couldn't 8 
answer questions about what something meant. The second problem was that it referenced something that 9 
was not yet settled in federal law.  He said there were 23 antennae on Shepherd's Hills and the carriers 10 
wanted to add more. Couldn't they locate some towers in other places? Lehi City had a ordinance that put 11 
the burden of proof on the application to show that their tower could not be located in the high priority 12 
site. He said it was time to look at other high priority sites in Alpine. Perhaps they could offer a 13 
streamlined process if they located it in a high priority site. If they wanted to put it on Shepherd's Hill, 14 
they would need to go through a process.   15 
 16 
David Church said that was one of the problems with the ordinance. It was written that a preferred 17 
location was Shepherd's Hills, and that co-locating on an existing tower was also preferred.  18 
 19 
Stephen Crain said he agreed with much of what David Church had said. He reviewed the history of cell 20 
towers in Alpine and said he had worked with Ted Stillman to write the current Wireless 21 
Telecommunication Ordinance. They put in a provision requiring a stealth tower. He said the only place 22 
he had ever been denied a cell tower was in Lehi. He'd been required to pay for spruce trees around a site 23 
in Idaho. He said the federal law stated that cities could not use health reasons to deny a cell tower, but it 24 
was no coincidence that there was a cluster of autoimmune diseases in families that lived around the 25 
towers.  26 
 27 
Stephanie Tasso said that, as a neighborhood, they had been before the City countless times over this 28 
issue. The feeling they always came away with was that the City had a lot of excuses as to why their 29 
hands were tied. She said the residents were the ones who were living with the risks. When they had 30 
treatment centers approved, cities told them they could have 12 beds and that was all. Why couldn't they 31 
restrict the cell towers? Why couldn't the cell companies spend some of the money they were raking in? 32 
She said they were tired of dealing with this issue again and again.   33 
 34 
Olivia Helms said it was not just people on Cascade whose health was affected. There were six homes on 35 
the south side of Rocky Mountain, and in five of those homes there were people with serious illnesses. 36 
She had gone through two bouts of cancer. When they kept adding antennae to the towers on Shepherd's 37 
Hill, how much radiation were they adding? She said they depended on the Council as elected officials to 38 
support the residents instead of big business.  39 
 40 
Jason Bond said the proposed language in the ordinance came from the FCC and was intended for 41 
discussion, not adoption.  42 
 43 
MOTION:  Lon Lott moved to reconsider the verbiage in the ordinance and address the ordinance 44 
utilizing the recommendations given by the audience that evening including finding more specific 45 
preferred areas in Alpine for new cell towers such as the cemetery. Motion withdrawn.  46 
 47 
Steve Swanson said he would love to see language about specific areas for towers and the number of 48 
towers in that location. He'd like to see something about co-location on towers on Shepherd's Hill. 49 
 50 
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David Church said they had taken out Shepherd's Hill and Lambert Park as preferred locations in the 1 
ordinance, and put in a radius limitation. He said the federal law stated that co-location could not be 2 
denied unless it was a substantial change. Under the ordinance there would be no new towers on 3 
Shepherd's Hill. 4 
 5 
Greg Clark said the point they were trying to make was not that there should be no new towers. They 6 
were saying they didn't want any more antennas on Shepherd's Hills. They were also concerned about 7 
who would decide what was a substantial change. They wanted there to be public input on what was a 8 
substantial change. If someone wanted a simplified process to add to an existing tower, they could move 9 
it to another high priority location.  10 
 11 
David Church said the only wiggle room they had was on what constituted a substantial change. 12 
Collocating and replacing antennae requests could not be denied.   13 
 14 
MOTION:  Will Jones moved to adopt the language from federal statutes and keep the provisions in the 15 
ordinance that any applications for upgrades or new towers had to go through the approval process with 16 
the DRC, the Planning Commission and City Council. Troy Stout seconded. Ayes:  4 Nays: 0.  Will 17 
Jones, Troy Stout, Lon Lott, Roger Bennett voted aye. Motion passed.   18 
 19 
Lynn Steuber asked if the City was ever going to limit the number of antennae on Shepherd's Hill. How 20 
did they monitor the emissions and who knew what the limit was? She said it was a health issue. The City 21 
should be concerned about the public health.  22 
 23 
David Church said there was a practical limit of space and weight. The companies competed with each 24 
other. They had to force them to collocate.  25 
 26 
Steve Crain said they needed to hire an epidemiologist to study the effect of emissions.  27 
 28 
C.  Fireworks in Creekside Park on July 4th and July 24

th
 :  Rich Nelson summarized how the 29 

fireworks in the park had been handled this year.  30 
 31 
 1. The fire chief recommended in what area of the City fireworks should be banned. 32 
 2. The City Council made a motion to ban fireworks in the recommended areas, and decided 33 
  that residents could use Creekside Park as an area where fireworks could be ignited. 34 
 3. This area was posted on the City website, Facebook page, and other places. 35 
 4. Certain areas of Creekside Park were roped off so people or fireworks were not allowed  36 
  in those areas. 37 
 5. The trees and brush on the west side of the park were watered down by the fire   38 
  department. 39 
 6. Signs were placed at the entrances to the park explaining that this was not a city-  40 
  sponsored event and could be dangerous. 41 
 7. The City's callout system was used to notify all residents to reiterate the message of #6.  42 
 8. Police and fire officers and equipment were located at Creekside Park.  43 
 44 
Rich Nelson said he had discussed the fireworks in the park with the police and fire. They would continue 45 
to restrict the outsides areas of Alpine to fireworks. Their options were to either let them light fireworks 46 
in Creekside Park or restrict them all together. It was not a City-sponsored event. Staff felt they had a 47 
good plan and recommended they keep it.  48 
 49 
Troy Stout asked if there was any damage as a result of the fireworks in Creekside Park. Rich Nelson said 50 
no.  There would continue to be warnings to be careful and to do it and your own risk.  51 
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 1 
 D.  Ordinance No. 2014-14, Planned Residential Ordinance:  Jason Bond said the Council had 2 
previously approved an ordinance amending lot area and width requirements in residential zones to enable 3 
developers to design more logical lot lines in regular subdivisions. It had worked well and it was 4 
proposed they make the same changes to the PRD Ordinance which governed planned residential 5 
developments.  6 
 7 
Troy Stout asked if that meant they could take some open space to square up a lot. Jason Bond indicated 8 
that was the case.  9 
 10 
Lon Lott clarified that it would not change the density of a subdivision.  11 
 12 
Will Jones said the lot would still need to meet the requirements of the current ordinance without the 13 
exception.  14 
 15 
MOTION:  Will Jones moved to approve Ordinance No. 2014-14 amending Section 3.9.4 of the Alpine 16 
City Development Code relating to slope requirements in Planned Residential Developments. Troy Stout 17 
seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Will Jones, Roger Bennett, Lon Lott, Troy Stout voted aye. Motion passed.  18 
 19 
 E.  Vandalism at Lambert Park:  Mayor Watkins said they had added more signage in Lambert 20 
Park and it was immediately destroyed. It was suggested they move some big boulders to the emergency 21 
access road. It would still be passable but the boulders would set it apart. They planned to do some 22 
education and have an article in the Newsline. They were asking citizens to step up and take a cell phone 23 
picture if they saw violations.  24 
 25 
It was also suggested that they post a speed limit of 15 mph in Lambert park. It would be on the agenda 26 
for the next meeting.  27 
 28 
VI.  COUNCIL COMMUNICATION:   29 
 30 
Roger Bennett reported that the neighbors on Canyon Crest Road loved the No Parking signs that had 31 
been put up by Burgess Park. Mayor Watkins said Rich Nelson was also working with the teams to not 32 
double schedule the ball fields. David Church said the problem was that parks were built without the 33 
intention of it becoming a ball field. Cities should consciously build playing fields and plan the parking.   34 
Roger Bennett said he lived next door to a park. On Saturdays and a few nights a week the streets were 35 
packed with cars. He felt like it was a good tradeoff for living next to green space.  36 
 37 
Troy Stout asked about the possibility of having an amphitheater in Alpine for a performance. The 38 
Council agreed it was something they should look into.  39 
 40 
VII.  STAFF REPORTS 41 
 42 
David Church said the League of Cities and Towns Convention started this week. They were pushing 43 
legislature to give back authority to the cities over fireworks. He said their legislators needed to be 44 
informed and onboard with this. He also informed the Council that the City had received a Notice of 45 
Claim for the Cochrans for flood damage to their property.  46 
 47 
Shane Sorensen  48 

 He said it had been rainy for the past two weeks. He reported on the rainfall but said it had not 49 
taxed the system they built to handle the rainfall and flooding. They were getting some erosion on 50 
the smaller events so they would be making some changes higher up to spread out the water.  51 
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 1 
 Regarding street maintenance, Shane said they would be milling some roads. The only 2 

inconvenience would be the roundabout. They would pave the roundabout on Sunday. Troy Stout 3 
asked when his road would be repaved. They had weed growing in it. Mayor Watkins said they 4 
had a priority list.  5 

 6 
 Shane Sorensen said there was a report from a parent that there was Bittersweet Nightshade 7 

growing by Alpine Elementary School which was poisonous for children. The school had put up a 8 
chain link fence. The Utah County weed specialist had been contacted for eradication 9 
information.  10 

 11 
 Shane Sorensen reported that the fire road in Lambert Park was becoming rutted with all the rain.  12 

 13 
Don Watkins said he would be out of town in two weeks. Roger Bennett would also be out of town. Troy 14 
Stout would serve as mayor pro tem. He could vote as the mayor pro tem.    15 
 16 
VIII.  EXECUTIVE SESSION. None held.  17 
 18 
MOTION:  Will Jones moved to adjourn. Roger Bennett seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Motion passed.  19 
 20 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 pm. 21 
 22 



















ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Setback Exception Request 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 23 September 2014 

 

PETITIONER: Mike Pierce 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Approve or Disapprove Exception 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Section 3.7.5.4 (BC Zone   

Location Requirements)  

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

 
A request for an exception to the setbacks is being requested for the property located at 121 North Main 

Street.  This property is located in the Business Commercial Zone.  The City Council may approve an 

exception with the approval from the Planning Commission where circumstances justify (section 3.7.5.4).  

See attached proposal. 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:  Steve Cosper moved to recommend approval of the proposed 

setback exception to the property located at 121 North Main Street with the following recommendations: 

 

1. The new home meets the aesthetics of the Gateway Historic overlay guidelines. 

2. Planning Commission justifies the setbacks because they are similar to current homes on 

Main Street. 

 

Steve Swanson seconded the motion.  The motion did not pass with 3 Ayes and 1 Nays. Steve Cosper, 

Steve Swanson and Judi Pickell all voted Aye.  Jason Thelin voted Nay.  Chuck Castleton abstained. 

The motion failed for lack of a majority vote. 

 

Jason Thelin said he is not for setback changes especially since we have declined other applicants on 

similar grounds and made them tear down structures in order to meet all the ordinances.  He said he feels 

like we should follow our ordinance. 

 

Judi Pickell said our ordinance allows for exceptions.  Jason Thelin said just because the ordinance allows 

for exceptions, doesn’t mean the City Council has to approve the exception. Judi Pickell said that 

exceptions need a list of criteria and then somebody has to meet that list of criteria.  She said that legally, 

that’s what needs to happen and in the future, we need to add that to our ordinance. 

 

Steve Cosper asked what the process would be going forward since the motion failed.  He asked if the 

Planning Commission should work on getting the list of criteria in place for these exceptions and then ask 

Mr. Pierce to come back.  Jason Bond said that would be one option or he said he could take the 

recommendation that failed to the City Attorney and ask him to clarify if it is only a recommendation that 

was needed or a positive recommendation that was needed in order for the City Council to approve it. 
 

 

 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION:  
 

We approve/disapprove the requested setback exception to the property located at 121 

North Main Street.  

   





ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 
 

 

SUBJECT: Moyle Park Master Plan 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 23 September 2014 

 

PETITIONER: Moyle Park Committee 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Make Recommendations 

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Section 3.16.6.3 (Open Space)  

       

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

 

The future of Moyle Park has been discussed over the past several months in a Moyle 

Park committee.  A master plan has not been formally adopted.  The purpose of this 

master plan is to create a vision for the historic park.  Implementation will be a lot easier 

with an organized master plan and it will provide Alpine City the opportunity to better 

pursue additional funding.   

 

The attached plan reflects the improvements that are being recommended by the Moyle 

Park Committee. In addition, a cost estimate for all of the proposed ideas and an 

explanation of the proposed ideas is provided.   

 

PLANNING COMMISSION MOTION:  Chuck Castleton moved to recommend to the 

City Council that the Moyle Park Master Plan be adopted with the following 

modifications: 

 

1. Utilize a landscape architect to plan the layout of the park. 

2. Recommend against the building of the concrete buffer fence on the south end 

of the park. 

 

Judi Pickell seconded the motion. The motion passed with 4 Ayes and 1Nay.  Steve 

Cosper, Jason Thelin, Chuck Castleton, and Judi Pickell all voted Aye.  Steve Swanson 

voted Nay. 

 
 

 

 RECOMMENDED ACTION:  
 

We recommend that the Moyle Park Master Plan be prepared to be adopted with the 

following additions/changes.  

   



Moyle Park Master Plan

1

2

3

4

5

6
7

7

8

9

1   Build Drinking Fountain

2       

3   

4   Plant Shade Trees

5   Place Plaques at Entrance

6   Build Bridge & Aquire Easement

7   Build Public Parking Areas

8   Obtain New Swingset

9   Build Amphitheatre

Trail System

KEY
Property Line

Existing Buildings

Dry Creek

The historical piece of property that is Moyle Park needs some work from the e�orts of 
the caretakers, Alpine City, and volunteers for maintenance and enhancement.  There 
are a lot of opportunities for people to do projects that would help the park immensely.  
This Master Plan shows some of those opportunities that the city and volunteers can 
take to start the process of revitalization and improvement.  Basic property cleanup and 
trail maintenance is the �rst task that can be done and should be periodically done as 
needed. The key describes what the map represents and the numbers indicate the      
priority each project has according to the Moyle Park Committee.  If done right, this park 
will not only better re�ect its historical signi�cance but it will draw people in to take 
advantage of the recreational amenity and educational tool that can be.         

10

10  Build Fence for Bu�ering 

Picnic Areas

11  Clear Area and Plant Grass 

Entrance and West Fenceline 
Cleanup and Improvements

11

12

12  Aquire Property to add to Park

New Public Restroom 
(Location to be determined)



Moyle Park Master Plan Explanation 

 

1. Drinking Fountain - There is currently nowhere for park guests to get a drink of 

water.  The drinking fountain is planned to be put in a central location and would be 

fairly simple.  More could be done to dress it up a bit but it is important to keep it simple 

and in harmony with the historic nature of the park. 

2. Public Restroom - The location of the restroom has recently been decided to be 

placed directly south of the current pavilion.  Part of the total cost needed for it will be 

from the Utah County Municipal Recreation Grant. 

3. Entrance and West Fence Line Cleanup - The entrance needs to be addressed 

in a number of ways.  The old rusty farm equipment needs to be reduced and/or placed 

somewhere else.  Lilacs would be planted along the west fence line for buffering and 

the entrance road would be widened.  This will clean up the entrance while making it 

safer for in/out traffic and easier for a snowplow to maintain the roadway in the winter. 

4. Shade Trees - These trees would simply shade the old structures on the west 

fence line and help keep them cooler in the summer. 

5. Plaques at the Entrance - The few plaques that are currently just south of the 

Indian Tower would be moved closer to the entrance or another place that makes sense 

to create space to provide more parking. 

6. Build Bridge and Acquire Easement - The spot that makes most sense for a 

bridge to link the property that is divided by Dry Creek is on private property.  The 

bridge could probably be a winter project for our public works employees (see bridges 

on trail south of Canyon Crest road along Dry Creek).  An easement would need to be 

acquired from the neighboring property owner to ensure that this ideal spot could be 

used to place the bridge. 

7. Build Public Parking Areas - Parking is much needed within the park.  There is 

currently no designated public parking areas.  Parking would be placed near the current 

circle and on the other side of Dry Creek.  Bus access/parking may also need to be 

considered at some point. 

8. Obtain New Swing Set - The old swing set is currently not compliant with safe 

playground equipment standards.  A new swing set will need to replace the current one. 

9. Build Amphitheatre - There is currently a volleyball court that is dilapidated and 

never used.  A volleyball court also does not fit with the historical nature of the park.  It 



is proposed that this area be re-graded into a simple contoured grass hill and be used 

as an amphitheatre for park use. 

10. Build Fence for Buffering - The park is pretty well buffered on most sides.  

Fencing along the south side of the proposed public restrooms would help buffering 

between the park and the residence to the south. 

11. Clear Area and Plant Grass - This area is currently a short walking area and is 

overgrown and difficult to maintain.  Clearing some of the vegetation and replacing it 

with grass would create a nice area to congregate and it would be easier to maintain. 

12. Acquire Property to Add to Park - There is currently a structure that is south of 

the park on private property that is also a historic Moyle home.  Acquiring this structure 

and the surrounding property would preserve the historical significance of that home 

and add more space to the park. 
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ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

SUBJECT: Wireless Telecommunications Amendment 

 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON: 23 September 2014 

 

PETITIONER: City Council 

 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER: Adopt Proposed Amendment  

 

APPLICABLE STATUTE OR ORDINANCE: Article 3.27 (Wireless 

Telecommunications) 

 

PETITION IN COMPLIANCE WITH ORDINANCE: Yes 

 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 

 

Last meeting, the City Council discussed a proposed amendment to the wireless 

telecommunications ordinance.  After much discussion a motion was made. 

 

MOTION: Will Jones moved to adopt the language from federal statutes and 

keep the provisions in the ordinance that any applications for upgrades or new 

towers had to go through the approval process with the DRC, the Planning 

Commission and City Council.  

 

Troy Stout seconded. Ayes: 4 Nays: 0. Will Jones, Troy Stout, Lon Lott, Roger 

Bennett voted aye. Motion passed.  

 

The language from the from the federal statute states: 

 

State or local government may not deny, and shall approve, any eligible facilities 

request for a modification of an existing wireless tower or base station that does 

not substantially change the physical dimensions of such tower or base station. 

 For purposes of this subsection, the term ‘‘eligible facilities request’’ means any 

request for modification of an existing wireless tower or base station that involves 

 

(A) collocation of new transmission equipment;  

(B) removal of transmission equipment; or  

(C) replacement of transmission equipment. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

RECOMMENDED MOTION:  
 

We adopt Ord. No. 2014-15 that will amend the wireless telecommunications ordinance 

to include language from the federal statute regarding the approval process for requests 

to modify existing wireless towers and base stations. 

 

   



ORDINANCE NO. 2014-15 
 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE AMENDMENTS OF ARTICLE 3.27 OF THE 
ALPINE CITY DEVELOPMENT CODE RELATING TO THE ADDITION OF SOME 

LANGUAGE FROM THE FEDERAL STATUTE FOR MODIFICATIONS TO WIRELESS 
TELECOMMUNICATION TOWERS 

 
WHEREAS, The City Council of Alpine, Utah has deemed it in the best interest of 
Alpine City to amend the ordinance regarding wireless telecommunications; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Alpine City Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed 
amendments to the Development Code, held a public hearing, and has forwarded a 
recommendation to the City Council; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Alpine City Council has reviewed the proposed Amendments to the 
Development Code: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE ALPINE CITY COUNCIL THAT: 
 
The amendments to Article 3.27 contained in the attached document will supersede 
Article 3.27 as previously adopted.   
 
This Ordinance shall take effect upon posting. 
 
  
Passed and dated this 23rd day of September 2014. 
 
 
 
 
 
       ________________________________ 

       Don Watkins, Mayor 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
______________________________________  

Charmayne G. Warnock, Recorder  

 



ARTICLE 3.27 WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS ORDINANCE  

                                      (Ordinance No. 2006-06, 4/25/06; Amended by Ordinance No. 2012-05, 7/10/12) 
 

3.27.1 GENERAL PROVISIONS 
 

1. Title. This Ordinance shall be known as the Wireless Telecommunications Ordinance. 
 
2. Purpose & Intent. The unique character, landscapes and scenic vistas of Alpine are among 

its most valuable assets. Preserving and promoting those assets are essential to the long-
range social and economic wellbeing of the City and its inhabitants. Protecting these assets 
requires sensitive placement and design of wireless communication facilities so that these 
facilities remain in scale and harmony with the existing character of the community. 

 
a. To amend Ordinance No. 2006-06 to accommodate new technology and develop 

regulations on the use and development of City property for new cell tower facilities. 
b. To regulate personal wireless services antennas, with or without support structures, and 

related electronic equipment and equipment structures. 
c. To provide for the orderly establishment of personal wireless services facilities in the City. 
d. To minimize the number of antenna support structures by encouraging the co-location of 

multiple antennas on a single new or existing structure. 
e. To establish siting, appearance and safety standards that will help mitigate the potential 

impacts related to the construction, use and maintenance of personal wireless 
communication facilities. 

f. To comply with the Telecommunication Act of 1996 by establishing regulations that (1) do 
not prohibit or have the effect of prohibiting the provision of personal wireless services, 
(2) do not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally equivalent services, 
and (3) are not based on the environmental effects of radio frequency emissions to the 
extent that such facilities comply with the Federal Communications Commission’s 
regulations concerning such emissions. 

 
3. Findings. 
 

a. Personal wireless services facilities (PWSF) are an integral part of the rapidly  growing 
and evolving telecommunications industry, and present unique zoning challenges and 
concerns by the City. 

b. The City needs to balance the interests and desires of the telecommunications industry 
and its customers to provide competitive and effective telecommunications systems in the 
City, against the sometimes differing interests and desires of others concerning health, 
safety, welfare, and aesthetics, and orderly planning of the community. 

c. The City has experienced an increased demand for personal wireless services facilities to 
be located in the City, and expects the increased demand to continue in the future. 

d. It is in the best interests of the City to have quality personal wireless services facilities 
available, which necessarily entails the erection of personal wireless services facilities in 
the City. 

e. The unnecessary proliferation of personal wireless services facilities through the City 
creates a negative visual impact on the community. 

f. The visual effects of personal wireless services facilities can be mitigated by fair 
standards regulating their siting, construction, maintenance and use. 

g. A private property owner who leases space for a personal wireless services facility is the 
only one who receives compensation for the facility, even though numerous other 
property owners in the area are adversely affected by the location of the facility. 

h. Chapter 69-3, Utah Code Annotated, grants cities the authority to create or acquire sites 
to accommodate the erection of telecommunications tower in order to promote the 
location of telecommunication towers in a manageable area and to protect the aesthetics 
and environment of the area. The law also allows the City to require the owner of any 
tower to accommodate the multiple use of the tower by other companies where feasible 
and to pay the City the fair market rental value for the use of any City-owned site. 



i. Telecommunications towers located on government property with the lease payments 
being paid to Alpine City instead of individual property owners evenly distributes the 
income from the lease payments to all citizens of Alpine through increased government 
services thus indirectly compensating all of the citizens of Alpine for the impact all 
citizens experience. The public policy objectives to reduce the proliferation of 
telecommunications towers and to mitigate their impact can be best facilitated by locating 
telecommunications and antenna support structures on property owned, leased or used 
by Alpine City as a highest priority whenever feasible. 

 
4. Definitions. The following words shall have the described meaning when used in this 

ordinance, unless a contrary meaning is apparent from the context of the word. 
 

a. Antenna. A transmitting or receiving device used in telecommunications that radiates or 
captures radio signals. 

b. Antenna Support Structure. Any structure that can be used for the purpose of supporting 
an antenna(s). 

c. City. The City of Alpine, Utah. 
d. City-owned property. Real property that is owned by the City. 
e. Close to Tower Mount. Also known as slim mount, antennas on cell towers mounted very 

close to tower in order to appeal less noticeable. 
f. Co-location. The location of an antenna on an existing structure, tower or building that is 

already being used for personal wireless services facilities. 
g. Monopole. A single, self-supporting, cylindrical pole that acts as the support structure for 

one (1) or more antennas for a personal wireless services facility. 
h. Personal Wireless Services. Commercial mobile telecommunications services, 

unlicensed wireless communications services, and common carrier wireless 
telecommunications exchange access services. 

i. Personal Wireless Services Antenna. An antenna used in connection with the provision of 
personal wireless services. 

j. Personal Wireless Services Facilities (PWSF). Facilities for the provision of personal 
wireless services. Personal wireless services facilities include transmitters, antennas, 
structures supporting antennas, and electronic equipment that is typically installed in 
close proximity to a transmitter. 

k. Private Property. Any real property not owned by the City, even if the property is owned 
by another public or government entity. 

l. Quasi public use. Uses such as a school or church or other uses defined as quasi public 
uses in Section 3.1.11 of the Alpine City Zoning Ordinance. 

m. Tower. A freestanding structure that is used as a support structure for antenna. 
n. Whip antenna. An antenna that is cylindrical in shape. Whip antennas can be directional 

or omnidirectional and vary in size depending on the frequency and gain for which they 
are designed.  

 
5. Applicability. This ordinance (the Wireless Telecommunications Ordinance) applies to both 

commercial and private low power radio services and facilities, such as “cellular” or PCS 
(personal communications system) communications and paging systems. This ordinance 
shall not apply to the following types of communications devices, although they may be 
regulated by other City ordinances and policies. 
 

a. Amateur Radio. Any tower or antenna owned and operated by an amateur radio 
operator licensed by the Federal Communication Commission. 

b. Amateur T.V. Any tower or antenna owned and operated by an amateur T.V. 
operator licensed by the Federal Communication Commission. 

c. Satellite. Any device designed for over-the-air reception of television broadcast 
signals, multichannel multipoint distribution service or direct satellite service. 

d. Cable. Any cable television head-end or hub towers and antennas used solely for 
cable television services. 
 

 



3.27.2 LOCATION AND TYPES OF TOWERS/ANTENNAS 
 

1. Personal Wireless Services Facilities Site Locations. The following are currently approved 
locations:  
 
a. Co-location on an existing tower. 
b. City owned property.  
c. Property in conjunction with a quasi-public or public use. 
d. Commercial property in the business commercial zone.  

 
  No new towers shall be located in Lambert Park.  

 
New towers shall be located no closer than a one-quarter (1/4) mile radius from another 
tower and shall be no closer to a residence than two (2) times the height of the tower. 
 
If the applicant desires to locate on a site other than the approved sites listed above, the 
applicant shall have the burden of demonstrating to the City why it cannot locate on an 
approved site. To do so, the applicant shall provide the following information to the City: 
 
a. The identity and location of any approved sites located within the desired service area. 
b. The reason(s) why the approved sites are not technologically, legally, or economically 

feasible. The applicant must make a good faith effort to locate towers and antennas on 
an approved site. The City may request information from outside sources to justify or 
rebut the applicant’s reason(s) for rejecting an approved site. 

c. Why the proposed site is essential to meet the service demands of the geographic 
service area and the citywide network. If the applicant desires to construct a monopole, 
the applicant shall also submit a detailed written description of why the applicant cannot 
obtain coverage using existing towers. 

 
2. Permitted and Non-Permitted Towers and Antennas. 
  

a. Permitted. The following are permitted: 
 

1. Co-location on existing towers. 
2. Existing towers may be maintained, used, and upgraded or replaced.  A replacement 

tower shall not exceed the height of the tower being replaced. 
3. Monopoles are permitted subject to the following: 

a. A monopole shall not exceed eighty feet (80’). 
4. Roof-mounted Antennas are permitted subject to the following: 

a. A roof-mounted antenna shall be screened, constructed, and/or colored to match 
the structure to which it is attached. 

b. A roof-mounted antenna shall be set back from the building edge one (1) foot for 
every one (1) foot of antenna height and shall not exceed fifteen (15) feet in 
height. 

5. All new antennas shall be slim-mounted or mounted to an existing array.  
 

  
b. Not Permitted. The following are not  permitted: 

 
1. Lattice Towers. Lattice appearance is not permitted. 
2. Guyed Towers.  

 
3. Co-location Requirement. Unless otherwise authorized by the approving authority for good 

cause shown, every new tower shall be designed and constructed to be of sufficient size and 
capacity to accommodate at least two (2) additional wireless telecommunications providers 
on the structure in the future. 
 



4. Lease Agreement. The City has no implied obligation to lease any particular parcel of City-
owned property to an applicant. The City shall enter into a standard lease agreement with the 
applicant for any facility built on City property. The Mayor or designee is hereby authorized to 
execute the standard lease agreement on behalf of the City. The lease shall contain the 
condition that the approving authority must first approve the site plan before the lease can 
take effect, and that failure to obtain such approval renders the lease null and void.  

 
3.27.3 PROCEDURE 

 
State or local government may not deny, and shall approve, any eligible facilities request for a 
modification of an existing wireless tower or base station that does not substantially change the 
physical dimensions of such tower or base station.  For purposes of this subsection, the term 
‘‘eligible facilities request’’ means any request for modification of an existing wireless tower or 
base station that involves: 
 

(A) collocation of new transmission equipment;  
(B) removal of transmission equipment; or  
(C) replacement of transmission equipment. 

 
1. Application Requirements. Any person desiring to develop, construct or establish a personal 

wireless services facility in the City shall submit an application for site plan approval to the 
City. A site plan shall be required for all new towers and antennas and any modification or 
replacement of a tower or antenna. The City shall not consider the application until all 
required information has been included. The application shall be submitted to the City 
Planner at least fourteen (14) days prior to the public meeting at which it will be presented to 
the Planning Commission. The applicant shall include the following: 

 
a. Fee. The applicable fee shall be paid to the City Recorder, payable to Alpine City, as  
 set forth in the Alpine City Consolidated Fee Schedule. 
b. Site Plan. A site plan meeting the City’s standard requirements for site plans. 
c. Notification Letter. The applicant shall submit a list of all property owners within five 

hundred (500) feet of the boundaries of the property where the proposed tower or 
antenna is to be located. The applicant shall also submit envelopes that have been 
stamped and addressed to all property owners on the list. The City may require a greater 
distance if deemed necessary or appropriate. The City shall prepare a notification letter to 
be sent to the property owners on the list submitted by the applicant to be mailed out at 
least seven (7) days prior to the public meeting at which the application will be presented 
to Planning Commission. The letter shall contain the following information: 

 
1. Address or location of the proposed tower, co-location, tower modification, etc. 
2. Name of the applicant. 
3. Type of tower/antenna (e.g. monopole, roof antenna, etc.) 
4. Date, time, and place of the public meeting at which the application will be presented 

to the Planning Commission. 
 

d. Sign. The applicant shall erect a sign of sufficient durability, and print and size quality that 
is reasonably calculated to give notice to passers-by. The sign shall be posted at least 
fourteen (14) days prior to the public meeting at which the application will be presented to 
the Planning Commission. The sign: 

 
1. Shall be 4 ft. (H) x 8 ft. (W) 
2. Shall not be more than six (6) feet in height from the ground to the highest point of 

the sign; and 
3. Shall be posted five (5) feet inside the property line in a visible location on the 

property where the tower/antenna is to be located. If the property is located in such a 
spot that the sign would not be visible from the street, the sign shall be erected in 
another location close by that will give notice to passers-by, or at Alpine City Hall. 



The applicant shall be responsible to obtain permission of the property owner to erect 
the sign. The sign shall include the following information: 
 
a. Address of location of the proposed tower, co-location, tower modification, etc. 
b. Type of tower/antenna (e.g. monopole, roof antenna, etc.) 
c. Date, time, and place of the public meeting at which the application will be 

presented to the Planning Commission. 
 

e. Written Information. The following written information shall be submitted: 
 

1. Maintenance. A description of the anticipated maintenance needs for the facility, 
including frequency of service, personnel needs, equipment needs, and traffic noise 
or safety impacts of such maintenance. 

2. Service Area. A description of the service area for the antenna or tower and a 
statement as to whether the antenna or tower is needed for coverage or capacity. 

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

4. Radio Frequency Emissions. A written commitment to comply with applicable Federal 
Communications Commission radio frequency emission regulations. 

5. Liaison. The name of a contact person who can respond to questions concerning the 
application and the proposed facility. Include name, address, telephone number, 
facsimile number and electronic mail address, if applicable. 

 
2. Approval Process. The application and site plan shall be reviewed by the City pursuant to its 

standard site plan approval process. The City shall process all applications within a 
reasonable time and shall not unreasonably discriminate among providers of functionally 
equivalent services. Any decision to deny a request to place, construct, or modify personal 
wireless service facilities shall be in writing and supported by substantial evidence contained 
in a written record. The application and site plan will be reviewed by Planning Commission for 
a recommendation to City Council. The City Council shall review the application and site plan 
and shall act as the land use authority in approving or denying the application and site plan. 

 
The Planning Commission may, if it deems necessary, require each application to be 
reviewed independently by a certified radio frequency engineer, licensed to do such work in 
the State of Utah. The purpose of the review is to determine if other locations are available to 
achieve an equivalent signal distribution and not significantly affect the operation of the 
telecommunications facility. Such a review may be required when an applicant indicates that 
no other acceptable location exists. The costs of an independent review shall be borne by the 
applicant. 
 

3. Building Permits. 
 

a. General Requirements. No tower or antenna support structure shall be constructed until 
the applicant obtains a building permit from the City. No building permit shall be issued 
for any project for which a site plan or amended site plan is required, until the site plan or 
amended site plan has been approved by the appropriate authority. If the design or 
engineering of the antenna support structure is beyond the expertise of the Building 
Official, the City may require third party review by an engineer selected by the City prior 
to the issuance of a building permit. The applicant shall pay an additional fee to cover the 
cost of the third party review. 

b. Additional Requirements for New Towers. If the applicant is constructing a new tower, the 
applicant shall, if requested by the City, submit a written report from a qualified structural 
engineer licensed in the State of Utah, documenting the following: 
 
1. Height and design of the new tower, including technical, engineering, economic, and 

other pertinent factors governing selection of the proposed design. 
2. Seismic load design and wind load design for the new tower. 



3. Total anticipated capacity of the new tower, including number and types of antennas 
which can be accommodated. 

4. Structural failure characteristics of the new tower and a demonstration that the site 
and setbacks are adequate size to contain debris. 

5. Soil investigation report, including structural calculations. 
 
 
3.27.4 SAFETY 

 
1. Regulation Compliance. 

a.  Compliance with FCC and FAA Regulations. All operators of personal wireless services 
facilities shall demonstrate compliance with applicable Federal Communication 
Commission (FCC) and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations, including FCC 
radio frequency regulations, at the time of application and periodically thereafter as 
requested by the City. Failure to comply with the applicable regulations shall be grounds 
for revoking a site plan. 

b.  Other Licenses and Permits. The operator of every personal wireless services facility 
shall submit copies of all licenses and permits required by other agencies and 
governments with the jurisdiction over the design, construction, location and operation of 
the facility to the City, shall maintain such licenses and permits in good standing, and 
shall provide evidence of renewal or extension thereof upon request by the City. 

2. Protection Against Climbing. Towers shall be protected against unauthorized climbing by 
removing the climbing pegs from the lower 20 feet of the towers. 

3. Fencing. Towers shall be fully enclosed by a minimum 6-foot tall fence or wall, as directed by 
the City, unless the City determines that a wall or fence is not needed or appropriate for a 
particular site due to conditions specific to the site. 

4. Security Lighting Requirement. Towers shall comply with the FAA requirements for lighting. 
The City may also require security lighting for the site. If security lighting is used, the lighting 
impact on surrounding residential areas shall be minimized by using indirect lighting, where 
appropriate. 

5. Emergency. The City shall have the authority to move or alter a personal wireless services 
facility in case of emergency. Before taking any such action, the City shall first notify the 
owner of the facility, if feasible. 

 
3.27.5 ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Regulations for Accessory Structures. 
a. Storage Areas and Solid Waste Receptacles. No outside storage or solid waste 

receptacles shall be permitted on site. 
b. Equipment Enclosures. All electronic and other related equipment and appurtenances 

necessary for the operation of any personal wireless services facility shall, whenever 
possible, be located within a lawfully pre-existing structure or completely below grade. 
When a new structure is required to house such equipment, the structure shall be 
harmonious with, and blend with, the natural features, buildings and structures 
surrounding such structure. 

c. Accessory Buildings. Freestanding accessory buildings used with a personal wireless 
services facility shall not exceed 450 square feet and shall comply with the setback 
requirements for structures in the zone in which the facility is located. 

2. Parking. The City may require a minimum of one (1) parking stall for sites containing a 
personal wireless services facility and/or accessory buildings, if there is insufficient parking 
available on the site. 

3. Maintenance Requirements. All personal wireless services facilities shall be maintained in a 
safe, neat, and attractive manner. 

4. Landscaping. A landscaping plan shall be submitted to the Planning Commission who will 
make a recommendation to the City Council who will approve the landscape plan. 

5. Site Restoration Upon Abandonment. All sites shall be restored to the original configuration 
upon abandonment. 



6. Fencing. The City will determine the type of fencing used on wireless telecommunications 
sites on a case by case basis. In the case of the Rodeo Grounds, the fencing shall match the 
existing fencing. Fencing will recommend by the Planning Commission and approved by the 
City Council. 

7. Color and material standards. The City shall make an administrative decision as to the color. 
To the extent the personal wireless services facilities extend above the height of the 
vegetation immediately surround it, they shall be painted in a nonreflective light gray, light 
blue or other hue, which blends with the skyline and horizon or a brown to blend in with the 
surrounding hillside. 

8. Facility Lighting and Signage Standards. Facility lighting shall be designed so as to meet but 
not exceed minimum requirements for security, safety and/or FAA regulations. Lighting of 
antennas or support structures shall be prohibited unless required by the FAA and no other 
alternatives are available. In all instances, the lighting shall be designed so as to avoid glare 
and minimize illumination on adjacent properties. Lighting shall also comply with any 
applicable City lighting standards. 

9. Facility Signs. Signs shall be limited to those needed to identify the numbers to contact in an 
emergency, public safety warnings, certifications or other required seals. These signs shall 
also comply with the requirements of the City’s sign regulations. 

10. Utility Lines. All utility lines serving new cell towers shall be located underground. 
11. Business License. Each facility shall be considered as a separate use; and an annual 

business license shall be required for each facility. 
 
 





PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO “8. TERM OF AGREEMENT” 

LONE PONE PEAK PSD 

AMENDED INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 
(September 10, 2014) 

 

Purpose:  The purpose of this proposed amendment to the Lone Peak PSD Amended Interlocal 

Agreement is to bring more stability to the Lone Peak PSD structure by lengthening the notice of 

intent to withdraw period from twelve (12) months to forty-eight (48) months.  This would mean 

that instead of one of the cities being able to give a one year notice of intent to withdraw that 

they would have to give a four year notice of intent to withdraw.  The idea is that it gives the 

Police and Fire Departments, particularly the Fire Department, more stability to plan for longer 

range activities and to recruit police officers and fire/EMT officers.  Present fire/EMT officers 

are faced with the prospect that on notice from any city that a third to a half of the fire/EMT 

positions would be eliminated in one year’s time.  This proposed amendment to the Interlocal 

Agreement would address this issue. 

 

Present Agreement: 

 

 8. Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall in continuous force for fifty (50) years 

from the effective date.  Any City may terminate its participation in this Agreement as of July 1 

of any year provided that notice of intent to withdraw has been given in writing to the other 

Cities at least twelve (12) months prior to the time of withdrawal.  The obligation of the District 

to provide services to a withdrawing jurisdiction terminates at the time the withdrawal is 

effective. 

 

Proposed Change To The Agreement: 

 

 8. Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall be in continuous force for fifty (50) years 

from the effective date.  Any City may terminate its participation in this Agreement as of July 1 

of any year provide that notice of intent to withdraw has been given in writing to the other Cities 

at least twelve (12)  fourty-eight (48) months prior to the time of withdrawal.  The obligation of 

the District to provide services to a withdrawing jurisdiction terminates at the time the 

withdrawal is effective. 

 

Proposed New Agreement: 

 

 8. Term of Agreement.  This Agreement shall in continuous force for fifty (50) years 

from the effective date.  Any City may terminate its participation in this Agreement as of July 1 

of any year provided that notice of intent to withdraw has been given in writing to the other 

Cities at least forty-eight (48) months prior to the time of withdrawal.  The obligation of the 

District to provide services to a withdrawing jurisdiction terminates at the time the withdrawal is 

effective. 



ALPINE CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

SUBJECT:  Utah Valley Dispatch Facility Cost Assessment – Decision on Alpine City’s 

Participation in Funding the Proposed Dispatch Center 

FOR CONSIDERATION ON:  September 23, 2014 

PETITIONER:  Richard Nelson, City Administrator 

ACTION REQUESTED BY PETITIONER:  For Council consideration of Alpine City 

becoming a permanent member of the Utah Valley Dispatch Special Service District 

by becoming a city committed to funding the proposed new dispatch center. 

INFORMATION:   

1. Alpine City is a member of the Utah Valley Dispatch Special Service District (UVDSSD). 

2. The present UVDSSD dispatch center is inadequate to meet the needs of the cities that it 

serves. 

3. The UVDSSD Board has recommended that a new dispatch center be built on land that is 

part of the County jail/sheriff complex in Spanish Fork.  The cost of the facility is 

approximately $3,500,000.  (See attached UVDSSD Facility cost Assessments – Long 

Version for more information) 

4. Alpine City’s share of the cost for the facility is $95,074.  This share is based on the City’s 

share of the call volume of the center plus the base charge or 2.72%. (See UVDSSD Facility 

Cost Assessments – Short Version) 

5. This facility and the need for improved dispatch center services have been discussed by the 

Lone Peak PSD Board on numerous occasions.  The Lone Peak PSD Board voted to have 

each member city vote to determine if they want to go ahead with this option. 

6. The Lone Peak PSD has considered contracting with Pleasant Grove to provide dispatch 

services.  The dynamics of the service delivery issues of the Lone Peak PSD are such that 

this option was not a feasible approach.  The problem is that Cedar Hills contracts with 

American Fork City to provide police services for the Cedar Hills.  American Fork City is 

part of the UVDSSD and has no intention of leaving the UVDSSD.  Police are the major 

users of dispatch services. 

7. The creation of the proposed new dispatch center will not change the operating costs of the 

center except where natural growth would increase costs. 

8. If the City Council votes to be a funding member of the UVDSSD new dispatch center, staff 

recommends that the City pay of its assessment as a one-time cash payment. 

 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION:  That the City Council decide on whether they want to participate 

in the funding of the proposed UVDSSD dispatch center. 

 



UVDSSD Facility Cost Assessments

CITY/COUNTY

FY 2015 FEE 

PERCENTAGE CASH 12-Year Bond

Annual 

Payment 20-Year Bond

Annual 

Payment

Alpine 2.72% $95,074 $111,500 $9,292 $146,834 $7,342

American Fork 15.01% $525,455 $616,237 $51,353 $811,524 $40,576

Cedar Fort 0.20% $7,151 $8,387 $699 $11,045 $552

Cedar Hills 1.78% $62,279 $73,039 $6,087 $96,185 $4,809

Eagle Mountain 5.75% $201,118 $235,865 $19,655 $310,611 $15,531

Elk Ridge 0.46% $16,203 $19,003 $1,584 $25,025 $1,251

Fairfield 0.10% $3,472 $4,072 $339 $5,363 $268

Genola 0.30% $10,541 $12,362 $1,030 $16,280 $814

Goshen 0.27% $9,546 $11,195 $933 $14,743 $737

Highland 5.61% $196,397 $230,329 $19,194 $303,321 $15,166

Lehi 17.39% $608,772 $713,949 $59,496 $940,201 $47,010

Payson 8.11% $283,939 $332,995 $27,750 $438,522 $21,926

Salem 2.34% $81,759 $95,884 $7,990 $126,270 $6,314

Santaquin 3.49% $122,157 $143,262 $11,939 $188,662 $9,433

Saratoga Springs 7.05% $246,874 $289,526 $24,127 $381,277 $19,064

Spanish Fork 12.12% $424,340 $497,653 $41,471 $655,360 $32,768

Utah County 16.82% $588,830 $690,562 $57,547 $909,403 $45,470

Vineyard 0.24% $8,294 $9,727 $811 $12,809 $640

Woodland Hills 0.22% $7,798 $9,146 $762 $12,044 $602

100% $3,500,000 $4,104,693 $342,058 $5,405,478 $270,274
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