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MEMORANDUM 
To: JSPA Planning Committee 

From: Planning Staff 

Date: 9 October 2024 

Re: Items 1, 2, and 3 Jordanelle Golf Lodge 

 
JSPA Committee Members, 
 
This memo is not a replacement for the staff report. All of the changes submitted by the applicant will be 
included in an updated staff report including the building renderings. The intent of this memo is to let 
the committee know, in summary, what changes have been made.    
 
The Golf Lodge was reviewed by the JSPA Planning Committee on September 17th. The three items 
associated with the proposal were continued in order for the applicant to address comments by the 
planning committee. There was a lot of discussion regarding the three items.  
 
The report of action from the meeting is attached and includes comments made by the commission, 
staff, applicant and public.  
 
According to the applicant the following changes have been made since the last meeting:   

• Reduced Room count from 84 Hotel Rooms to 70 Hotel Rooms (this total includes the 3 MIDA 
rooms). 

• ERU Reduction from 35 to 34. 
• Elimination of the top floor on the southeast corner closest to the existing homes. 
• Room balconies on the southeast corner (adjacent to the existing homes) have been adjusted 

from east facing to now facing south. 
• Multiple roof changes throughout the building.  
• Lightened overall stone and wood siding exterior materials. 
• Building massing throughout and stone columns have been broken up. 
• Additional window openings on the stone columns. 
• Added horizontal reveals to the building. 



 

 



 

 



 

 



Planning Commission Staff Report 

 

Items 1, 2 and 3  - SkyRidge Lodge 
Legislative Development Agreement 

Off-Site Parking 
Site Plan 

 
Project: DEV-9177, 9178 | Legislative Development 
agreement, Lodge off-site parking and lodge site plan 
Meeting Date: 17 October 2024 
Report Date: 9 October 2024 
Report Author(s): Doug Smith/Anders Bake, Planners 
Council Action Required: Yes  
Type of Action: Legislative  
Applicant: Allison Aafedt   
Address: 1393 W. SkyRidge Drive  
Acreage: 5.37 ac. Lodge parcel 3.39 ac. parking parcel 

Proposed Density: 34 ERU’s, 27,760 sf. footprint, 64 
units, 67 keys, 3 MIDA units with 3 keys, 60,630 total 
square feet 
Zoning Designation: JSPA (Jordanelle Specially Planned 
Area) 
Related Applications: Master Plan (2016, amended 
2021), Development agreement (amended 2021), 
Preliminary approval (2018, amended 2021), Final plat 
for lodge parcel (2022)

DETERMINATION ISSUE 

Whether or not the County Council, after receiving recommendations from the Planning Commission and the JSPA 
planning committee, should approve the Legislative development agreement (LDA), the off-site parking plan, the small-
scale subdivision and the Lodge site plan.  

RECOMMENDATION 

Based on the analysis in this staff report, it appears that the proposal can be compliant with applicable laws subject to 
the conditions found in the report as well as stipulations outlined in the LDA. Therefore, it is recommended that the 
Planning Commission and JSPA Planning Committee forward a POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION of the proposal based on 
the findings and subject to the conditions included the staff report and legislative development agreement. 
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BACKGROUND 

The request is for approval of the SkyRidge Golf Lodge site plan, associated Legislative Development Agreement (LDA), 
an off-site parking lot and an associated small scall subdivision for the offsite parking. The Golf Lodge contains 64 
individually owned condominium units that will be in a short-term rental pool and managed as a hotel. Within the 64 
units there are a total of 67 keys meaning that there are units that include lock-offs. In theory there could be 67 units 
rented at any given time if the hotel was at 100% occupancy and all the lock-offs were utilized. The hotel also includes 3 
units with 3 keys that will be owned by MIDA (Military Installation Development Authority) for a total of 70 units. Staff is 
not sure the details of how the MIDA units will be managed. Within the lodge is a spa, restaurant, bar, dining room, 
conference room, roof bar terrace and a grab and go restaurant. The footprint of the lodge is 27,760 square feet and 
overall square footage is 60,630 square feet. The lodge is situated on a 5.37-acre parcel that is already platted and is 
adjacent to the SkyRidge clubhouse currently under construction. 
 
On March 3, 2021, the SkyRidge Master Plan and Preliminary Plan were amended by the Wasatch County Council, which 
changes included allowing the Golf Academy Lodging Facility (“Lodge”) as a permitted use, and such amendments were 
required to be memorialized in a Third Amendment to the DA. The master plan amendments granted on March 3, 2021, 
also approved certain amenities including parking on the off-site Parking Parcel. 
 
The Parties entered in the Third Amendment to the Lakeside North Master Plan Development Agreement (the “3rd 
Amended DA”) on August 12, 2021, which is recorded as Entry #505907 in the recorder’s office of Wasatch County.  
 
The Lodge proposed in this area is a unique situation not covered by existing County codes. Due to the unique 
situation and limited circumstances of the proposal the applicant proposed that a Legislative Development 
Agreement (LDA) would be used, as allowed by Utah State (§17-27a-528(2)(a)(iii)), for this use, which would not 
otherwise be allowed under existing applicable land use regulations. The staff and the applicant determined that 
the LDA would be preferable to amending the code which would allow a countywide change.  The uses the LDA 
could allow were presented to the County Council in a public meeting, and they appeared to be comfortable with the 
application proceeding through the required processes.  
 
Due to the interrelated nature of the aforementioned items, they will be covered in this one staff report but will need to 
be reviewed concurrently with individual motions. If the ordinance approving the legislative development agreement is 
not approved or not approved as written a different approval process may be needed, or the application may be denied. 
Many of the issues will be discussed under the portion of the staff report entitled “Site Plan”. This section will address 
issues like; lighting, setbacks, building height, parking, landscaping, trails etc.  
 
This staff report covers three separate interrelated application items organized in the following order:  
 

1. Ordinance 24-11, approving the Legislative Development Agreement. 
2. Offsite parking lot and parking plan with small scale subdivision creating two parcels with the offsite parking 

parcel being 3.39 acres and site plan approval for the off-site parking.  
3. Site plan approval for the 60,630 square foot lodge on 5.37 acres.    

 
The above applications were sent through an internal Development Review Committee (DRC) process that includes 
review by about 17 internal and external reviewers. Most of the ~17 review entities are looking at technical issues with 
the proposal. Until the issues brought up by the various departments are resolved the item is not placed on a planning 
commission agenda. This proposal went through a number of review cycles each time with additional detail or 
clarification requested by various departments.   
 
The site has the underlying zone of M (Mountain) with the JSPA (Jordanelle Specially Planned Area) overlay.  
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The review and approval or denial of all the applications is a legislative decision which is made by the County Council 
after a recommendation by the Planning Commission and the JSPA Planning Committee.  
 
The proposed applications were reviewed by the Planning Commission on September 12th and recommended to be 
forwarded to the council with a unanimous vote. The JSPA Planning Committee, in a public hearing held on 17 
September 2024 reviewed the proposal. In this meeting, the JSPA Planning Committee continued all three items related 
to this report and requested some modifications to the applicant’s proposal. The following is a summary of the changes 
that have been made to the project being proposed compared to what was proposed in the 17 September meeting: 
 

• Reduced Room count from 84 Hotel Rooms to 70 Hotel Rooms (this total includes the 3 MIDA rooms). 

• ERU Reduction from 35 to 34. 

• Elimination of the top floor on the southeast corner closest to the existing homes. 

• Room balconies on the southeast corner (adjacent to the existing homes) have been adjusted from east facing 
to now facing south. 

• Multiple roof changes throughout the building.  

• Lightened overall stone and wood siding exterior materials. 

• Building massing throughout and stone columns have been broken up. 

• Additional window openings on the stone columns. 

• Added horizontal reveals to the building. 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

As mentioned, there are three applications that are part of this proposal. Staff will address all three items separately 
divided by sections although all three application items are interrelated and have overlap.  
 
SECTION 1 -ORDINANCE 24-11/LEGISLATIVE DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT- 
 
This proposal for a lodge is unique. However, the JSPA fully intended to have varied product types including lodging 
associated with the four-season intent of the JSPA.  
 
The Vision and purpose of the JSPA as stated in 16.41.01 is to:  
 

• Create a globally recognized “Year-Round” resort 

• To provide amenities supporting year-round activities 

• The quality standards of 4- and 5-star hotels 

• Encourage golf  

• Fitness and wellness centers 

• Retail dining and entertainment 

• Adequate and accessible parking  

• A wide range of well segmented real estate products 
 
Due to the uniqueness of the proposal and the intent to further the goals of the JSPA, the County Legislative body has 
been asked to enter into a legislative development agreement as allowed by Utah Code 17-27a-528(2)(a)(iii). The state 
code allowing legislative development agreements provides some flexibility for projects that are unique and where it is 
impractical to address all regulations found in a land use code. Staff has recommended that a legislative development 
agreement is the preferred way to address the unique issues associated with this proposal which otherwise would have 
required a code amendment, or denial of the project. This Utah code section 17-27a-528(2)(a)(iii) states: 
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A development agreement may not: allow a use or development of land that applicable land use regulations 
governing the area subject to the development agreement would otherwise prohibit, unless the legislative body 
approves the development agreement in accordance with the same procedures for enacting a land use 
regulation under Utah code section 17-27a-502, including a review and recommendation from the planning 
commission and a public hearing.   

 
Approval of a legislative development agreement is entirely up to the County Council acting as the approving authority 
after review and recommendation by the Planning Commission and JSPA Planning Committee.  
 
The major items addressed in the LDA include the following: 
 

1. The height of the building is allowed to be a maximum of 75’ as shown in the exhibit in the development 
agreement. The single-family portions of the JSPA code allows for a maximum height of 35’ or two- and one-half 
stories, whichever is greater. 

2. County code 16.33.07 and 16.41.5.8 requires all the parking to be on-site or within 200’ of the use. The project 
includes onsite parking and offsite parking. The offsite parking is approximately 1 mile from the site. The offsite 
parking will only be valet parking or employee parking and is intended only for overflow for employees and 
special events.  

3. Parking stalls proposed are 9’x18’ not 9’x20’ as required by WCC.  
4. The proposed off-site parking site includes three driveways, exceeding the two driveways per lot allowed by 

WCC.  
5. The code does not allow double-stacked parking which is the case with the stalls on the lodge site. Stalls on the 

lodge site will be valet only, as is not unusual for a four- or five-star hotel.   
6. The proposal also uses shared parking with the clubhouse to accomplish the parking numbers for the proposal 

which is intended in the JSPA code but is ratified in the LDA.  
7. The code requires parking to be at the rear or sides of the use. The proposal has parking in front of the lodge, 

but due to the change in grade on the site, it will not be visible from the street. Part of the concern in the code 
for the location of parking lots is that parking should not dominate the streetscape. Buildings, especially in a 
village, would front the street, not parking lots. 

8. The original approved master plan showed 20 ERU’s on the lodge site (10 buildings 20 townhomes) which was 
then changed in addendum 3 to a lodge with 27 ERU’s. Addendum 4 states that there are 34 ERU’s for the lodge 
plus 3 MIDA units with 3 keys. The SkyRidge development is limited to 503 total ERU’s. The development will 
need to limit future lots so that at the final approval of the final plat there is no more than 503 ERU’s. The 3 
MIDA units are not counted in the ERUs, as is clarified in the LDA. 

9. The hotel use and parking do not comply with the permitted uses for the residential land use category of the 
JSPA code. This has been addressed in the amended master plan and development agreement and will be 
further approved through this LDA. 

10. Removal of the requirements for the welcome center and the amenities stipulated in addendum 3.  
 
If Ordinance 24-11 and the development agreement are not approved by the legislative body a different approval 
process may be required i.e., a code amendment to allow the proposal, or the project may be denied. If approved as 
proposed, the ordinance and the development agreement would need to be acted on concurrently with the other items 
on the agenda.   
 
SECTION 2-FINAL SMALL-SCALE SUBDIVISION AND SITE PLAN FOR OFF-SITE PARKING PARCEL- 
  
One of the necessary items requiring approval is a small scale 2 lot subdivision that creates the 3.39-acre offsite parking 
parcel and a 1.96-acre parcel that may be used for future amenities. The offsite parking parcel is approximately 1 mile 
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from the Lodge site. The code requires that parking lots be on the same parcel as the main use but allows exceptions if 
within a distance from the use of not more than 200’.  The third amended development agreement showed a welcome 
center on this property which may be done on the remaining 1.96 acre parcel.  
 
The code for parking is the following: 
 

16.33.07: LOCATION OF PARKING FACILITIES 
The off-street parking facilities required by this chapter shall be located on the same lot as the use except, in cases 
of practical difficulty the designated land use authority may approve a substitute location which meets the 
following conditions: 

1. All or part of the substitute location must be on an adjacent lot, or within two hundred feet (200') from 
the use, and easily accessible for pedestrian traffic so pedestrians are not required to cross a public street 
to access the use for which the parking is provided. 

2. The substitute lot must be in the same possession as the use it is intended to service and must be 
maintained as long as the use or structure exists. Such possession may be by recorded deed or long-term 
lease and should run concurrently with the life of the building or use. The length of such lease shall be at 
least twenty-five (25) years but may be terminated or modified earlier with the consent of the county 
planning department, if the use for which the parking is required is terminated or modified. 

3. Off-street parking spaces required in connection with a use shall be in the same zone as the use the parking 
is intended to serve and shall not be located within a different zone, unless off-street parking lots are listed 
as a stand-alone permitted use within the adjacent different zone. 

4. Parking shall not be located in required front or side yards.  

Instead of following the code typically applicable to the project, the applicant has had a parking study performed by LSC 
Transportation Consultants. This parking study was reviewed by Hales Engineering for the county, and they found the 
parking was within industry norms for similar resort projects throughout the United States.  
 
One of the concessions to the offsite parking lot is that the lot will not be open to the public. The lot will be valet and 
used by employees of the lodge only. It is intended that the 52 valet only stalls on the hotel site will first be utilized for 
patrons then the shared parking on the clubhouse site if the lodge parking is full. The only time the offsite parking is 
intended to be used is for employees and special events. The offsite parking lot has 115 spaces.   
 
In addition to the allowance for the offsite parking lot the LDA proposes to include a provision for double-deep parking 
stalls on the hotel site. The code would not allow for a double deep stall in a typical public parking lot however this will 
only be at the lodge and will be valet only. The stalls for the offsite parking have a measurement of 9’x18’ not the 9’x20’ 
required by the code. After the requirements for landscape buffers along the parkway and at the rear of the lot as well 
as drive aisle widths the parking stall depth became an issue. Due to the fact that vehicles using the offsite parking will 
only be parked by employees, the need for the parking to meet the normal standards for depth is diminished because 
the Lodge owner can ensure that the employees using the lot have the knowledge, skills, and abilities to park safely 
considering the constraints of the offsite parking lot.  
 
The proposal also allows for shared parking. The shared parking would be on the adjacent clubhouse site. There are two 
factors that allow for decreased parking numbers for the lodge. The clubhouse will have the peak parking demand in the 
summer when the golf course is open. The hotel will have the peak parking demand in the winter when ski resorts are 
open. This allows for shared parking with the clubhouse since the peak demands of the clubhouse and hotel are during 
different seasons. There is also an expectation that the occupants at the hotel will be the majority of the users of the 

https://wasatch.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=16.33.07:_LOCATION_OF_PARKING_FACILITIES
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amenities in the hotel i.e., the restaurant, wellness center, bars etc. not the public driving in separate cars. The 
clubhouse has a total of 102 parking stalls. The table below shows the peak parking uses and total parking requirements.  
 

Hotel Parking Number of stalls 

Offsite lot 115 

Hotel lot  52 

Total Lodge and off-site parking  167 

Clubhouse parking (needed depending on the 
season) 

102 total/23 available summer stalls/49 available 
winter stalls  

Total of Lodge parking, off-site parking lot and 
seasonal parking with clubhouse 

190/summer available stalls 216/winter available stalls 

Code requirement and number of stalls short 72 (lodge)+72 (employees) +77 (amenities) =221 Total 
required by code (31 summer short and 5 winter short) 

  

Executive Summary of the Golf Lodge Parking Study: 

The Lodge is proposed to consist of 64 (67 with MIDA units) condos of various sizes, with the ability to lock off portions 
of some suites to result in a maximum of 67 units (70 with MIDA units/keys). Modified parking rates for the Lodge are 
appropriate based on a review of the Wasatch County Code, Peer Resort Communities, Urban Land Institute rates and 
other mountain resort parking studies. The lodge parking rate modification is also appropriate based on the high levels 
of non-auto and carpooling for lodge employees and the high rate of out-of-town guests. As the peak parking demand 
occurs at different times – overnight in the winter for the Lodge and midday in the summer for the Clubhouse, shared 
parking between the two facilities reduces the parking demand for additional onsite parking.  

 
– LANDSCAPING –  
The offsite parking lot is required to comply with the landscaping requirements of the code including the buffer 
requirements adjacent to residential uses. The 3.39-acre site has 1.95 acres of landscaping or 57% of the site. One of the 
concerns of the offsite parking lot was the visibility from the parkway. There is a heavily landscaped buffer along the 
parkway with a minimum depth of approx. 10’ (the average depth is closer to 15’) with a total from back of the curb of 
approx. 28’. There is also a 10’ landscape buffer along the west side of the property adjacent to the East Park large lots.   
 
– PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT REQUIREMENTS –  
16.27.12 requires a 10' PUE to be around the periphery of the parcels which needs to be added to the plat.  
 
– LIGHTING –  
Lighting outside of required lighting by the IBC and recommended lighting by the IES for parking lots is limited to 25,000 
lumens per improved acre. The site lighting for the off-site parking lot is at a total of 21,243 lumens per improved acre.    
 
In short, staff is recommending approval of the offsite parking proposal with the following conditions:  
 

• The Council approve the shared parking proposal which allows for a discount of 82 summer stalls and 56 winter 
stalls from the generally applicable code requirements.   

• The site plan for the offsite parking lot is in compliance with the code except for the requirement to be within 
200’ of the lodge and the stall sizes of 9’x18’. These issues are addressed in the LDA.  

• The off-site parking lot is not open to the public but will be used for overflow (valet only) and employee parking 
which the lodge will be required to provide a shuttle service for all times that the lodge is open.  
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SECTION 3-LODGE SITE PLAN REVIEW- 
 
As mentioned in the background section, the 3rd amended development agreement allows for the lodge as a permitted 
use. A permitted use still is required to go through the site plan review to ensure that the proposed use and all the 
necessary ancillary issues i.e., parking, landscaping, lighting, architecture etc. have been considered and either comply 
with code or will be part of the development agreement.    
 
– LAND USE AND DENSITY – 
As mentioned above, the SkyRidge development is limited to a maximum density of 503 ERU’s. The original master plan 
and preliminary showed 10 twin homes (20 Units/ERU’s) on a cul-de-sac where the lodge is proposed. The development 
is not allowed to go above the 503 maximum approved density. Future phases will need to be adjusted accordingly so 
when the last plat is recorded the density will be at or below 503 ERU’s.  
 
The lodge is in a residential area approved for single family homes. The only designation in the JSPA that would have 
allowed for the lodge is a resort village which would have required additional stipulations that would have been 
impossible to meet in this area.  
 
Some of the stipulations for villages include: 
 

• Significant retail, dining and entertainment facilities. 

• A minimum of six hundred fifty (650) Units (not ERU's) in the Resort Village Zone.  

• Must be designed to accommodate the 2,400 Foot Rule; (refer to section 3.1) and 

• A pedestrian walk experience which links Resort Features (as defined in Section 2.1 .2.23) and other elements in 
the Resort Village together and serves as a focal point for visitor foot traffic. 

• Community Space Requirements - Each Resort Village shall have a minimum of one acre community space/plaza 
with 1/2 acre minimum in a consolidated area. 

• And other resort components. 

• Buildings shall build to street facing property lines. Alternatives shall be reviewed by the JSPA PC. 

This report will further discuss below, in the Building Height section, the reasons the Applicant proposes to allow the Golf 
Lodge despite the fact that it does not fit in with all the land use regulations of the JSPA code.  

The application proposes to increase the density for this parcel for the Lodge, but the ERUs will come from other parcels 
in the project that have not been platted yet. This is memorialized and agreed to in the LDA.  

 
– ROADS, ACCESS AND TRAFFIC –  
The access to the lodge is off of SkyRidge Drive which has two access points onto the Jordanelle Parkway. At the March 
3, 2021, County Council meeting the amended Master Plan for the lodge approval was approved. Hales Engineering, the 
County Traffic Engineering consultant, did a traffic analysis and determined that there would be approximately 29 extra 
trips per day (over and above what was originally approved) onto SkyRidge Drive with the addition of the lodge. Hales 
Engineering felt that the lodge would not have a significant impact on the road network. The previous use of the land 
was 10 townhouse buildings which is 20 units/ERU’s.   

 
– SETBACKS – 
Some of the concerns of the proposal is the size of the structure and the proximity to residential uses and SkyRidge 
Drive. The setbacks provided on the site plan are the following:   
 

• The setback off SkyRidge Drive is approximately 141’.  
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• The setback to the north singe family lot line at the closest point is approximately 210’.  

• The setback to the south is approximately 14’.  

• The setback to the east property line is 53’.   
 
All setbacks are greater than the setbacks for the JSPA zone which are: Front is a minimum of 20’ from the right-of-way, 
side setbacks are a minimum of 10’ and the rear setback requirement is 20’. These additional setbacks help mitigate the 
size of the Lodge.  
 
 – OPEN SPACE/LANDSCAPING –  
The site plan states that the lodge site has 47.9% open space which will be dedicated to landscaping. Included in that 
percentage of landscaping is 7,337 square feet of sod, 95,687 square feet of native seed and 9,008 of ornamental 
planting. The only statement I can find in the JSPA code is that there must be, “appropriate landscaping”.  
 
There are two residential lots with homes adjacent on the north side of the lodge site. The setback from these property 
lines to the closest part of the lodge is approximately 141’. Between the two uses is a natural drainage with an oak brush 
grove in the drainage.  
Section of 16.21.19(D) needs to be complied with which requires the 10' landscape buffer between parking areas and 
residential uses with trees spaced no further than 25'. In the staff’s opinion this has been accomplished with the native 
oak brush between the hotel and the dwellings to the north. 
 
– BUILDING HEIGHT –  
The County agrees that a departure from the more typical height requirement in the Overlay Zone is appropriate for a 
number of reasons. The Lodge Property is in the Residential, Single-Family portion of the JSPA Zone, which allows for 
heights of up to 35’ or two- and one-half stories from natural grade, whichever is greater. It is also partially in the Open 
Space portion of the JSPA Zone.  The Lodge, as viewed from the street, and from the elevation of the street will be 
approximately 34’ above the grade on SkyRidge Drive which is an appropriate scale for a residential area and will fit in 
with the surrounding uses and residential and clubhouse structures.  
 
The parties agree that the Lodge furthers the intent of the JSPA for a year round resort and is consistent with the JSPA 
Principals in the JSPA code sections 1.1.1, 1.1.4, and 5.1.1, that the JSPA should provide the guests and residents in the 
surrounding properties lodging, retail, dining, entertainment, transit and recreational activities on a year round basis, 
because providing for a world class lodge on the Lodge Parcel requires a mass, scale, and relationship to the Golf 
Academy that is only achieved by the proposed height and elevation.  Additionally, the parties agree, that because the 
topography quickly drops from the road, and that the bottom floor of the Lodge is below the road which provides 
frontage for the Lodge, the impact of the height of the Lodge is significantly lower. As a result, the height of the Lodge 
appears typical for a single-family residence in the area, from the vantage point of the road.  In certain commercial 
zones abutting residential units, as setbacks increase, additional height is permitted. See Section 16.21.19(A) of the 
County Code, providing for an additional two feet (2’) of building height above twenty feet (20’) for each additional one 
foot (1’) of setback beyond what is required. The setbacks from Lodge Property’s boundary lines, as shown on Exhibit 
Ad4-Height (of the DA), confirm that the maximum height provided is appropriate for the Property. The County Council 
Unanimously Approved the Amended Master Plan that included the SkyRidge Golf Lodge on March 3, 2021. All these 
reasons together cause the County to approve the Lodge height as permitted. 
 
– LIGHTING –  
The lighting for the proposal is regulated under the recently adopted lighting code. The primary intent of the lighting 
code is to ensure that all lighting is at the minimum levels required by code for the IBC (International Building Code) 
required lighting for egress from the building to a public way and lowest recommended levels of lighting for the IES 
(Illuminating Engineers Society) for the parking lots including associated walkways. Lighting outside of required lighting 



9 October 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1, 2 and 3 (DEV-9177, 9178)  Page | 9 of  69  

by the IBC and recommended lighting by the IES for parking lots is limited to 25,000 lumens per improved acre. The 
lodge has a total of 24,716 lumens per improved acre.    
 
– SIGNAGE –  
The sign shown on the site plan will be required to get a separate permit and is not being approved at this time. 
 
– ARCHITECTURE –  
 
The applicant has committed to comply with the JSPA code and design handbook for materials, material percentages 
and colors. The JSPA planning committee has reviewed the architecture in previous meetings and made comments 
(February 27, 2024).   
 
Representations by the applicant made in public meetings responding to the JSPA PC comments will be required to be 
complied with unless minor and inconsequential changes are proposed as determined by the planning director.  
 
Percentages and materials are required to be submitted with the building permit and verified.  
 
Following the JSPA Planning Committee meeting held on 17 September 2024, the applicant has made revisions to the 
architecture plan of the Stelle Lodge per the request of the JSPA Planning Committee members. These revisions include 
the removal of balconies located on the Northeast facing side of the building in an effort to reduce the visual impact of 
the lodge on the properties located to the Northeast of the building. The building architecture has also been altered to 
include a downward sloping roof at the Northeast corner of the building instead of an upward sloping roof. See 
comparison images in Exhibit 29. 
 
DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE 
 
This proposal has been reviewed by the various members of the Development Review Committee (DRC) for compliance 
with the respective guidelines, policies, standards, and codes. A report of this review has been attached in the exhibits. 
The Committee has accepted the item for Planning Commission, JSPA Planning Committee and County Council to render 
a decision. Deputy County Attorney Jon Woodard has reviewed the development agreement and the ordinance and has 
no legal objections to them as drafted.  Reports of these reviews have been attached in the exhibits.   
 
POTENTIAL MOTION 
 
Move to Approve with Conditions consistent with the findings and conditions presented in the staff report. 
Findings: 

1. On February 15, 2017, the County Council approved the master plan for SkyRidge formerly Mayflower 
Lakeside North with a total density of 503 ERU’s.  

2. On February 25, 2021, the JSPA planning committee recommended approval of the amended preliminary 
and master plan that included the lodge and offsite parking parcel.  

3. On March 3, 2021, the SkyRidge Master Plan and Preliminary Plan were amended by the Wasatch County 
Council. The amendments included the lodge and off-site parking parcel.   

4. The master plan changes also included allowing a Golf Academy Lodging Facility (“Lodge”) as a permitted 
use, and such amendments were required to be memorialized in a Third Amendment to DA.  

5. The master plan amendments granted on March 3, 2021, also approved certain amenities including parking 
on the off-site Parking Parcel. 

6. The Parties entered in the Third Amendment to the Lakeside North Master Plan Development Agreement 
(the “3rd Amended DA”) on August 12, 2021, which is recorded as Entry #505907 in the recorder’s office of 
Wasatch County.  
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7. The approval of an amended master plan and overall preliminary that included the off-site parking and the 
lodge still required a number of approvals including site plan, plat and LDA.  

8. The proposal is for approval of a legislative development agreement, a small-scale subdivision plat approval 
and site plan approvals for the lodge and parking lot, including the parking plan.  

9. Due to the uniqueness of the proposal, among other reasons stated in the development agreement, the 
County Legislative body has decided to enter into a legislative development agreement as allowed by Utah 
Code 17-27a-528(2)(a)(iii). 

10. The Vision and purpose of the JSPA as stated in 16.41.01 is to: Create a globally recognized “Year-Round” 
resort, to provide amenities supporting year-round activities, the quality standards of 4 and 5 start hotels, 
encourage golf, fitness and wellness centers, retail dining and entertainment, adequate and accessible 
parking and a wide range of well segmented real estate products. 

11. The legislative development agreement process was discussed with the council on May 1, 2024, in a public 
meeting and no reason for not following this process was given by the council.   

12. The proposal is located in the JSPA (Jordanelle Specially Planned Area) overlay zone.  
13. The original master plan for the project showed single family residential uses in a townhouse configuration 

that included 20 units.    
14. Utah Code states that a land use authority shall approve a conditional use if reasonable conditions are 

proposed to mitigate anticipated detrimental effects. See Utah Code 17-27a-506(2)(a)(ii). The applicant has 
proposed a legislative development agreement through with the application can be approved outside of the 
conditional use process.   

15. For reasons explained in the development agreement and this staff report, the legislative development 
agreement makes both the lodge and its height permitted uses, whereas without the development 
agreement, the lodge and the height would have to be approved through a different process.   

16. Normally under Utah Code, if an application meets the requirements of the code, the land use authority 
must approve the application. Due to the legislative development agreement, which allows a use or 
development of land that applicable land use regulations governing the area subject to the development 
agreement would otherwise prohibit, the Council has greater discretion than would normally be allowed. 

17. Single family homes in this area of the JSPA are allowed to have a maximum height of 35’ from natural 
grade.   

18. The Lodge is proposed to be ~75’ tall at its highest point. 
19. The setbacks for the Lodge are significantly greater than setbacks required by code. 
20. The legislative development agreement gives the county legislative body the discretion to allow or require 

the height they believe is a benefit to the health, safety, and welfare of the community. 
21. The Development Review Committee has reviewed the project and forwarded the item for planning 

commission and JSPA planning committee consideration and council decision. 
22. The development agreement explains the rationale for many of the matters addressed therein. The council 

hereby adopts the recitals of the development agreement, and the body of the development agreement, as 
findings for those matters addressed therein.  

23. Ordinance 24-11 authorizes the adoption of the development agreement. The council adopts Ordinance 24-
11. 

24. This staff report and the presentations made by staff during the public meetings are hereby incorporated 
into these findings.  

25. The Council finds that, based on the findings, the Lodge as proposed, the small-scale subdivision, the site 
plans, and the parking plans, advance the general welfare of Wasatch County.  

26. On 12 September the Planning Commission unanimously recommended approval of all three items to the 
County Council.  

27. On 17 September 2014 the JSPA Planning Committee Continued the proposed applications and requested 
that the applicant make changes to the applications. The applicant has provided updated information and 
changes that are included and explained in this report.  
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 

1. The off-site parking parcel, as per code, must have a 10’ PUE around the periphery of both parcels.  
2. The existing oak brush between the lodge and the residential lots must be maintained as an alternative to the 

buffer noted in the code.  
 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS 
  
The following is a list of possible motions the Planning Commission and JSPA planning committee can take. If the action 
taken is inconsistent with the potential findings listed in this staff report, the JSPA PC or Planning Commission should 
state new findings. 
 

1. Recommend Approval.  This action may be taken if the JSPA PC or Planning Commission finds that the Final Site 
Plan is compliant as proposed with Wasatch County Code and all other applicable ordinances. 

 
2. Recommend Approval with Conditions.  This action can be taken if the JSPA PC or Planning Commission feels 

comfortable that remaining issues can be resolved subject to the conditions noted and review of the County 
Council.  *This action would be consistent with staff analysis*  

 
3. Continue.  This action can be taken if the JSPA PC or Planning Commission needs additional information before 

making a recommendation, if there are issues that have not been resolved, or if the application is not complete.   
 
4. Recommend denial.  This action can be taken if the JSPA PC or Planning Commission finds that the proposal does 

not meet applicable codes and/or ordinances.         
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Exhibit A – Vicinity Plan 
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Exhibit B – Site Plan with clubhouse context 
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Exhibit C – Site Plan with Potential Future Development context  
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Exhibit D – Proposed Subdivision Plat for offsite parking  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9 October 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1, 2 and 3 (DEV-9177, 9178)  Page | 16 of  69  

Exhibit E – Proposed site plan for offsite parking 
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Exhibit F – Original master plan with townhouses  
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Exhibit G – Lodge site plan and landscape plan  
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Exhibit H – Cross sections of Lodge from SkyRidge Drive  
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Exhibit I – Report of Action Work Meeting Review of Lodge  
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Exhibit J – Report of Action 12 September 2024 Planning Commission Meeting  

 



9 October 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1, 2 and 3 (DEV-9177, 9178)  Page | 22 of  69  

 



9 October 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1, 2 and 3 (DEV-9177, 9178)  Page | 23 of  69  

 



9 October 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1, 2 and 3 (DEV-9177, 9178)  Page | 24 of  69  

 
 



9 October 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1, 2 and 3 (DEV-9177, 9178)  Page | 25 of  69  

Exhibit K – Report of Action 17 September 2024 JSPA PC Meeting  
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Exhibit L – LSC Updated Parking Study Executive Summary  

 



9 October 2024  PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT – ITEM 1, 2 and 3 (DEV-9177, 9178)  Page | 29 of  69  

Exhibit M – LSC Parking Summary 
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Exhibit N – Hales Engineering Trip Generation Report 
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Exhibit O – Comparison of previous and updated Lodge Materials 
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Exhibit P – Comparison of previous and updated Architecture plans  

 
Previous Architecture Plans 
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Current Architecture Plans 
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Previous Architecture Rendering 
 

 
 

Current Architecture Rendering 
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Previous Roof Plan 
 

 
 

Current Roof Plan 
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Exhibit Q – Retaining wall example at lodge parking area  

 
 

 

Exhibit R – Landscape buffer between lodge and existing homes 
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Exhibit R – Comparison of Previous and Current ERU breakdown for lodge units 

Previous ERU calculations 
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Current ERU Calculations 
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Exhibit S – ERU tracking for SkyRidge development  
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Exhibit T – DRC Report  
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Exhibit U – Ordinance Adopting the LDA and the LDA  
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