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Scott Lyons <slyons@boxeldercountyut.gov>

Annexation Policy - Proposed Changes
Mon, Dec 9, 2024 at 6:46 PM

Scott

Thanks for sending this out. I cannot make the meeting on the 19th due to Willard City meetings. Please take this as my
public comment. 

I think the county’s proposed changes make sense. They would relive the cities and counties of the small annexation
requests that really don’t make sense. 

I have concerns with the resident’s proposed changes. We have been annexing based on the existing ordinance for 2
years now. Willard now looks like a checker board. It will take some time to get infastructure ran and operated throughout.
Between the city and developers it will happen. As it stands I think that Willard and south Willard will eventually become
one unified city. The resident’s proposal would throw us into chaos. Infastructure and services would always be a mix of
city and county. The city already provides a great deal of emergency services, park, and civic activities to South Willard. I
believe it is in the best interest of Willard if we keep progressing toward unification. I Reccomend that the county does not
adopt the resident’s proposal. 

Mayor Mote
[Quoted text hidden]
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Scott Lyons <slyons@boxeldercountyut.gov>

Annexation Policy - Proposed Changes
Mon, Dec 16, 2024 at 3:02 PM
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To: Scott Lyons <slyons@boxeldercountyut.gov>

Hi Scott,

I spoke with our planner and city manager, and they are both happy with the proposed amendments.

Lyle

[Quoted text hidden]
[Quoted text hidden]
<County proposed changes to annexation ordinance.pdf><Resident proposed changes to annexation 
ordinanace.pdf>

Scott Lyons
Typewriter
Mayor Holmgren and Planner Jeff Seedall called me on the phone following this email. Following

questions and answers regarding the residents' proposed amendment they stated that they are fine

with both amendments, but would support something basic like "if the property is not adjacent to the city/county border, but is only a few parcels away the landowner should be required to go to the city

and discuss annexation. No formal petition is required, but the city could then decide to work with

them or provide the county a letter stating they are not interested in annexation at this time."



Scott Lyons <slyons@boxeldercountyut.gov>

No. We don’t have any thing
1 message

Tue, Dec 17, 2024 at 6:44 PM
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Thanks
Chuck
Fielding Mayor
Sent from my iPhone



Scott Lyons <slyons@boxeldercountyut.gov>

Annexation Policy - Proposed Changes
Fri, Dec 13, 2024 at 4:26 PM
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Scott,

Please see proposed amendments and comments to the annexation policy changes.

County proposed changes:

Under A.1.c. – “If a development, improvement, or building lot will be using any utility or service 
provided by a municipality.” There are many “non-utility” services provided by municipalities that are
not provided by the County. When development occurs in the unincorporated County, this service 
demand is increased with no offsetting revenue to pay for the services and these increased costs are 
born by the taxpayers of the municipality. This includes police, fire, ambulance, EMS, library, parks 
and recreation, senior centers, swimming pool, golf course, and other services.
Under B. Exceptions – Add the following

“h. If a municipality has included land use guidance for the unincorporated areas within its 
annexation boundary, any proposed rezone or development activity shall be consistent with the 
land use, density, design and other criteria established by the municipality for the municipality’s 
zoning district or districts most closely related to the general plan land use designation.”

Resident proposed changes:

The same comments apply to this proposed change as to the County proposed change.
The first bullet point should remain as currently drafted in the County’s policy, i.e. the policy applies to 
properties located within any municipal annexation policy plan as defined in Utah Code 10-2-401.5,
and not simply to properties that share a boundary
Under 5-1-360 “If a development, improvement, or building lot will be using any utility or service

  provided by a municipality.
The sentence regarding island annexations should be stricken. These properties are not treated any 
differently than properties within the municipality. In Brigham City, for example, there are properties 
that are connected to septic tanks and not the City’s sewer system due to distance to the nearest 
sewer main. At such time as a sewer main is placed within a certain distance of the property, the 
property must connect to the sewer main.

General comments:

Counties are not designed or intended to provide the many municipal services the cities are design to 
provide. Continuing a pattern of development in the unincorporated County that creates areas with 
significant development increases the cost of services for municipalities near the development.
Within the municipality, the city’s tax levy offsets the cost of these services. Annexation of new 
development addresses this inequity in financing public services.
Requiring new development to be consistent with the municipality’s land use, density, design, and 
other criteria ensures that when the developed properties are surrounded by development, they will fit 
seamlessly into the municipality’s fabric of development. Without this requirement, it is likely that the



municipality will have to bear additional costs when the developed properties are eventually
incorporated into the city.

 

Thanks

 

Derek

 

 

 

 

   
      

        
       

      
        

     
       

 
        

     
     
        

   
     

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

[Quoted text hidden]
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Destin Christiansen <dchristiansen@boxeldercountyut.gov>

Re: Moulding - 11600 West
1 message

Thu, Jan 16, 2025 at 3:27 PM

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

  
  

  

 

Trevor Nielson 

Dear Jim and Destin,

Jim, thank you for reaching out. After reviewing the attached documents. We feel that your work addresses the concerns 
outlined in our comment concerning this subdivision. I have included Destin from planning and zoning on this e-mail so 
that this might serve as the written confirmation of our concern being addressed. Destine please place this in the file as 
our response and thank the planning commission for their time and consideration. Thanks again to you both.

Sincerely,

Trevor Nielson

General Manager

Bear River Canal Company

275 N 1600 E

Tremonton, UT 84337

1/13/2025 11:11 AM MST Jim Flint <jimf@haies.net> wrote:

Trevor,

Randy Moulding is proposing a 3-phase master plan for developing lots predominantly along the
east side of 11600 West. We heard that BRCC desired verification that Lot 26 wouldn’t be 
encroaching on the canal, for 50 feet from the center of the Canal. Attached is exhibit with
aerial background. The County is requesting that we get a communication from BRCC stating 
concurrence that the proposed lot is an appropriate distance from the center of Canal – could you 
prepare that? Of course feel free to call anytime. Thanks.

Jim Flint
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