
 

 
Coventry Cove Subdivision Amendment# 2 Final Plat 1 
Application #13.002 
December 4, 2013 

 
Planning and Development Services 

48 West Young Street 
Morgan, UT  84050 

(801) 845-4015    
 

STAFF REPORT 
December 4, 2013

 
To: Morgan County Planning Commission 

Business Date – December 12, 2013 
 
From: Ronda Kippen 
 
Re: Final Plat Approval of the Coventry Cove Subdivision a Planned Unit 

Development Amendment# 2 
Application No.: 13.002 
Applicant: Coventry Cove Properties, LLC/Rex Wilkinson 
Location: 5521 N Coventry Circle   
Current Zoning: R1-20 PUD & R1-20 Zone  
Acreage: 0.24 acres (10,276 Sq. Ft.)  
Request: Final plat approval for the Coventry Cove Subdivision a Planned Unit 

Development, Amendment #2, amending Lot 10 by adding additional acreage to 
the lot and subdivision footprint.  

  
SUMMARY & BACKGROUND 
The applicant is seeking approval of an amendment to an existing subdivision. The proposal was 
reviewed for process steps and standards under the current subdivision code.  The proposed amendment 
will integrate 0.10 acres from an adjacent tract of land outside of the original subdivision boundaries and 
combine the additional acreage with an already approved building lot.  The amendment will increase the 
overall size of Lot 10 in the Coventry Cove Subdivision to 0.24 acres.  The current subdivision was 
approved under the PUD ordinance that allowed for design flexibility as well as a mix of residential and 
commercial uses.  The typical setbacks that have been approved for the Coventry Cove Subdivision PUD 
and implemented through the Development Agreement differ from the underlying R1-20 zone 
requirements.  By combining the two tracts of land, it allows for a more desirable building lot.   
 

With the recommended conditions herein, the request appears to meet the requirements of the zoning 
ordinance, PUD ordinance and the subdivision ordinance.  Staff is recommending approval with the 
findings and conditions herein. Staff’s evaluation of the request is as follows.  
 

ANALYSIS 
 

General Plan and Zoning:  
Pursuant to the Future Land Use Map of the area the future land use designation is Village Low-Density 
Residential. The Village Low Density Residential designation provides for a lifestyle with planned single 
family residential communities, which include open space, recreation and cultural opportunities, including 
schools, churches and neighborhood facilities located in established village areas or master planned 
communities. The residential density is a maximum of 2 units per acre. 
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The current zoning designation on the property is R1-20 with 0.14 acres in the adopted Coventry Cove 
PUD overlay district. The additional 0.10 acres of property is not included in the adopted PUD overlay 
and will need to adhere to the current County adopted zoning ordinances (Exhibit A). 
 

The Morgan County Code (MCC) 8-5B-1 identifies the purpose of the R1-20 zone is: 
 

1. To provide areas for very low density, single-family residential neighborhoods of spacious 
and uncrowded character. 

 
The purpose of the Coventry Cove PUD overlay district pursuant to MCC 8-13C-1 is: 
 

To allow substantial flexibility in planning and designing a proposal for land use development. 
This flexibility often occurs in the form of relief from compliance with conventional zoning 
ordinance site and design requirements. Ideally, this flexibility results in a development that is 
better planned, contains more amenities, and ultimately a development that is more desirable to 
live in than one produced in accordance with typical zoning and subdivision controls. These 
provisions are intended to create more attractive and more desirable environments within the 
county and to encourage the following: 
 

 A. Allow creative use of the land and encourage the preservation of permanent open space and 
sensitive areas; 

 B. Permit and support higher development densities to encourage utilization of clustered 
neighborhoods; 

 C. Allow for the design of developments that are architecturally and environmentally innovative, 
and that achieve better utilization of the land than is possible through strict application of standard 
zoning and subdivision controls; 

 D. Permit developers to vary architectural styles and land use on a project by project basis, rather 
than on the basis of tunnel zoning and sprawl zoning concepts, in a manner that may provide for a 
limited additional development right in density or land use; 

 E. Permit developers to locate the various features of their developments in harmony with the 
natural features of the land.  

 

The proposal is in compliance with the General Plan, Zoning and the Coventry Cove PUD Overlay 
District purpose statements.  
 

The purpose statements in the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and the Coventry Cove PUD Overlay 
District do not provide actual development regulations, but present the zoning context in which the 
proposed subdivision is located.  The specific regulations found in the adopted County Code govern 
development of the subject property. 
 

Layout: 
The amendment to the existing subdivision combines a tract of land outside of the approved subdivision 
boundary to an existing approved building lot (see Exhibit B).  The proposed combination of property is 
approximately 0.24 acres of land.  The proposed lot appears to conform to the adopted Coventry Cove 
PUD Overlay District Ordinance MCC 8-13C.  The setbacks differ from the existing R1-20 requirements 
outlined in MCC 8-5B-7 due to the overlying PUD ordinance and Development Agreement that allows 
for smaller lot configurations as well as front and rear setbacks of  15’, and a side setback of 5’.  The area 
of the proposed amended lot that is not in the PUD overlay conforms with the R1-20 zone setbacks (MCC 
8-5B-7) requirements that allow for a side setback of 10’/14’ and rear setback of 30’.  There is an 
easement for an existing sewer line dedicated along the north lot line as well as a 10’ utility easement 
running along the exterior boundary line of the proposed lot.   
 

Roads and Access:  
Coventry Circle will serve as access for the proposed amended lot.  A note has been placed on the plat 
stating that Lot 10 shall not have access onto Silver Leaf Drive.  The frontage has not been altered from 
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the previously approved frontage of approximately 115.61’.  The frontage meets the current R1-20 zone 
minimum width requirement of 50’ as outlined in MCC 8-5B-6.   
 
 
 

Previous Platting:  
The property was originally subdivided as the Coventry Cove Subdivision, a Planned Unit Development 
and amended in 2007 as Coventry Cove Subdivision, a Planned Unit Development Amendment #1  
(Exhibit B).  
 

Grading and land disturbance:  
Minor grading of the lot can be expected, but none so much that it will trigger the excavation review 
thresholds. Any land owner choosing to re-grade the resulting lot may need additional review and 
engineering of the proposal at that time.  
 

County Engineer:    
The County Engineer (see Exhibit D) has recommended approval once the following items have been 
addressed:  

 Proof Lot 10 has water sufficient to meet the subdivision ordinance requirements 
 Proof that Lot 10 conforms to the County adopted fire code.   

 

Surveyor:   
The County Surveyor (see Exhibit E) has reviewed the proposal and is recommending approval with no 
additional comments and/or recommendations. 
 

Sensitive Areas, Geology, and Geotechnical Considerations: 
Based on the geotechnical report prepared by Earthtec Testing & Engineering, dated December 16, 2004, 
the engineering company, Mountain Engineering, has placed a note on the plat requiring conformance 
with the Geotechnical Report’s findings and conditions.  This will be a condition of Building Permit.   
 

Utilities:  
The original “will-serve” letter from the Wilkinson Cottonwood Mutual Water Company (see Exhibit F) 
indicates that the necessary water rights must be dedicated to the water company for each lot.  Staff feels 
that requiring the applicant to provide proof that the water company is able to serve Lot 10 with the 
additional acreage will mitigate potential harmful impact.  All other utility “will-serve” letters from the 
original subdivision application have been found adequate for the proposed use (see Exhibit G).  No 
further modifications for street lighting or other applicable utilities have been proposed at this time. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the County 
Council for the Coventry Cove Subdivision, a Planned Unit Development, Amendment #2, file# 13.002, 
subject to the following conditions:    
 

1. That an updated title report is submitted with the final Mylar.  
2. That staff can make a positive finding that all administrative plat corrections and other 

information have been provided to the satisfaction of respective reviewers, and that all conditions 
have been satisfied prior to the final Mylar. 

3. That written verification of the proposed water source for both culinary and irrigation supplies 
that conform to the County adopted subdivision ordinance requirements be provided to the 
County prior to the final Mylar. 

4. That written approval from the Mountain Green Fire District is provided prior to the final Mylar.   
5. That all outstanding fees for outside reviews are paid in full prior to recording the final Mylar. 
6. That all local, State and federal laws are upheld.  
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This recommendation is based on the following findings: 
 

1. The nature of the subdivision is in conformance with the current and future land uses of the area. 
2. The proposal complies with the Morgan County 2010 General Plan. 
3. The proposal complies with the current Development Agreement for the Coventry Cove 

Subdivision, a Planned Unit Development. 
4. Those certain conditions herein are necessary to ensure compliance with adopted laws prior to 

subdivision plat recording.  
5. The additional infrastructure improvements are not necessary at this time to protect the public’s 

health, safety, and welfare. 
6. That the proposal is not detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the public. 

 
MODEL MOTIONS   
 
Sample Motion for a Positive Recommendation – “I move we forward a positive recommendation to the 
County Council for the Coventry Cove Subdivision, a Planned Unit Development Amendment# 2, file# 
13.002, subject to the conditions and based on the findings presented in the staff report dated December 4, 
2013,  and as modified by the conditions below:” 

1. List any additional findings and/or conditions… 
 
Sample Motion for a Negative Recommendation – “I move we forward  a negative recommendation to 
the County Council for the Coventry Cove Subdivision, a Planned Unit Development,  Amendment# 2, 
file# 13.002, based on the following findings:” 

1. List all findings…

SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Exhibit A: Zoning & PUD Overlay Map  
Exhibit B: Coventry Cove Subdivision, a Planned Unit Development, Amendment# 2Final Plat 
Exhibit C: Coventry Cove Subdivision, a Planned Unit Development, Original Plat & Amendment# 1 
Exhibit D: Engineer Memo 
Exhibit E: Surveyor Approval 
Exhibit F: 2004 “Will-Serve” Letter from Wilkinson Cottonwood Mutual Water Company 
Exhibit G: Original Utility “Will-Serve” Letters   



 
 

 

Coventry Cove PUD 
District Overlay 

R1‐20 Zone 

Additional Acreage  Original Lot 10 

Exhibit A- Zoning and PUD Overlay Map



Exhibit B-Coventry Cove Sub PUD Amend# 2 Final Plat



Exhibit C-Coventry Cove Sub PUD Original Plat



Exhibit C- Coventry Cove Sub PUD Amend# 1



   
 
 
 
 
 
 

                          M e m o r a n d u m 
 

 
   
To:  Charles Ewert, Planning and Development Director 

Morgan County 
 

From:  Mark T. Miller, P.E. 
Wasatch Civil Consulting Engineer  

 
Date:    October 29, 2013 
 
Subject:  Amended Plat No. 2 - Coventry Cove Subdivision 
 
 
We have reviewed the plat for the subject project and recommend approval once the following 
items have been addressed:  
 

1. Proof that lot 10 has water sufficient to meet the subdivision ordinance requirements 
should be submitted for our review.  

2. Proof that lot 10 conforms to the County adopted fire code. 
 
If you have any questions, please call.  
 

Exhibit D: Engineer's Memo



1

Ronda Kippen

From: Von Hill <vrhill@hillargyle.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2013 9:53 AM
To: 'Ronda Kippen'
Subject: RE: Coventry Cove Amendment re-review

Hi Ronda 
I am ok with the most current version. 
Von 
 
From: Ronda Kippen [mailto:rkippen@morgan-county.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 26, 2013 10:17 AM 
To: vrhill@hillargyle.com 
Subject: Coventry Cove Amendment re-review 
 
Hi Von,  
 
Here are the corrected plans for the Coventry Cove Subdivision Amendment for Lot 10A.  Let 
me know if you need anything else.   
 
Have a great day,  

Ronda Kippen 
Morgan County 
Planning Technician 
Planning & Zoning Dept 
P# 801-845-4014 
F# 801-845-6087 

Exhibit E-Surveyor Approval



Exhibit F: Will Serve Letter from Water Company



Exhibit G: Orginal Utiltiy Will Serve Letters



Exhibit G: Orginal Utiltiy Will Serve Letters



Exhibit G: Orginal Utiltiy Will Serve Letters



Exhibit G: Orginal Utiltiy Will Serve Letters



Exhibit G: Orginal Utiltiy Will Serve Letters



Exhibit G: Original Utility Will Serve Letter
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Memo 
TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM:  Ronda Kippen 

DATE:  December 4, 2013 

SUBJECT:  K2 Building Solutions Conditional Use Permit Staff Report dated October 17, 2013  
   

 

 
Agenda item# 6 was tabled during the November 14, 2013 Planning Commission meeting for further 
discussion with the applicant.  Staff has not modified or altered the Staff Report dated October 17, 2013 
as reviewed in the November 14, 2013 Planning Commission meeting.  
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48 West Young Street 
Morgan, UT  84050 

(801) 845-4015    
 

STAFF REPORT 
October 17, 2013

 
To: Morgan County Planning Commission 

Business Date:  November 14, 2013 
 

Prepared By: Ronda Kippen, Planning Technician 
 
Re: K2 Building Solutions Conditional Use Permit Request 
Application No.: 13.120 
Applicant: Mike Babcock/Cottonwood Commercial Inc. and  
 Sean Dorius/K2 Building Solutions, Inc. 
Project Location: 4070 West 5800 North (Cottonwoods Commercial Park Parcel #D) 
Zoning: CB Zone 
Acreage: A portion of 2.90 acres (approximately 0.25 acre)  
Request: Conditional Use Permit for the general contract construction services  
 
SUMMARY 
 
This application is for a commercial use in the CB zone. The proposed business will be in the west end of 
an existing commercial building located on Parcel C&D in the Cottonwoods Commercial Park.  The 
applicant, Cottonwood Commercial Inc., owned by Mike Babcock, would like to rent/lease a portion of 
the commercial building to K2 Building Solutions, Inc. owned and operated by Sean Dorius.  The scope 
of work will include metal framing, Styrofoam cutting, and assembly of walls for construction located 
offsite.  The application is to consider the portion of property to be used as “Services: General contract 
construction services” and “Retail Trade: Lumber and other building material”.   
 
The proposed uses in the CB zone are allowed by conditional use permit. Conditional use permits should 
be approved as long as any harmful impact is mitigated. The County Code already specifies certain 
standards necessary for mitigation of harmful impact to which the proposal must adhere. The proposed 
application appears to meet these standards. The following is staff’s evaluation of the request.  
 
ANALYSIS 
 
General Plan.  The Future Land Use Map identifies this property as “Business Park” which is intended to  

 
“provide for areas for the development of uses that provide employment involving light 
manufacturing, assembling, warehousing, and wholesale activities and associated office space 
and support uses.  Typical uses may also include construction contractors, small, screened 
storage yards and small warehousing spaces”.  The 2010 General Plan has identified the need to 
“support growth of retail and other commercial activity in Morgan County-particularly Mountain 
Green-in order to provide goods and services to County residents”.   
(See 2010 General Plan page 12-13,Future Land Use Map and Land Use Strategic Objectives) 
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Zoning.  The property is zoned CB (see Exhibit A). The proposed uses are allowed in the CB zone 
through a conditional use permit.  Morgan County Code (MCC) 8-5C-3 identifies this as at least two uses 
the proposal may be considered under: “Services: General contract construction services” and “Retail 
trade-lumber and other building material.  Both of these uses require a conditional use permit in the CB 
zone.   

 

8-5C-3: USE REGULATIONS:   
 
No building, structure or land shall be used and no building or structure shall be hereafter erected, structurally altered, enlarged or 
maintained in the commercial and industrial districts, except as provided in this article. Accessory uses and buildings customarily 
incidental to uses authorized by conditional use permit in any district are also authorized by issuance of a conditional use permit in 
any such district. "Temporary uses", as defined in section 8-2-1 of this title, are authorized in any district upon issuance of a 
conditional use permit for the same. 

 

   Districts    

CB 
   

C-N 
   

C-S 
   

C-H 
   

C-G 
   

M-D 
   

M-G 
   

COMMERCIAL:    

   Services:    

      General contract construction 
services    

C    -    -    -    P    P    P    

 Retail Trade:  

  Lumber and other building 
materials  

C  -  P  C  P  C  -  

 
 
Building Code Requirements. The proposed business will be located in an existing commercial building 
located on the subject property.  Prior to the business license approval the portion of the building with the 
proposed use will need to be inspected by the Morgan County Building Inspector.   
 
Conditional Use Requirements.  
 

 Vehicles: MCC 8-8-4 identifies potential conditions related to safety for persons and property 
concerning the numbers and types of vehicles per time period associated with the conditional use 
activities.  The applicant indicates that the site has an existing asphalt driveway which should 
adequately accommodate the increase in traffic.  All construction material will be hauled to and 
from the proposed location with a typical pickup truck and trailer.   

 Off Street Parking: MCC 8-11-4 identifies the calculations for all off street parking as follows: 
one space for each employee projected for the highest employment shift is required.  K2 Building 
Solutions, Inc. currently has three employees.  The applicant has identified both hard surface 
parking location and unimproved parking across the access driveway.  Staff feels adequate hard 
surface parking is being proposed and that further conditions at this time are unnecessary.   
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 Hours of operation: MCC 8-8-4 states “time of day and days of week a conditional use may 
operate”.  Staff recommends that the proposed business limits hours of operation within the 
timeframe of 6:00 AM to 10:00 PM.   

 Landscaping: MCC 8-8-4 and 8-6-27 have specific landscaping standards. Landscaping is 
encouraged to ensure compatibility with the intended characteristics of the district and to 
enhance, conserve and stabilize property values by preventing litter and providing an attractive 
neighborhood.  Considering that this is an existing site, requiring new or more landscaping may 
not be necessary.  If the Planning Commission feels more landscaping is needed in order to 
comply with the provisions of both of these codes, then a Landscape Plan should be submitted 
and approved by the Zoning Administrator (see Exhibit B).   
 

Property Layout.  The existing property is a combination of three commercial lots within the Cottonwood 
Commercial Park (see Exhibit C). It appears that the portion of the existing building that will be utilized 
by K2 Building Solutions is located on Parcel D within the Cottonwood Commercial Park.  It is 
surrounded by similar commercial uses (see Exhibit D). It fronts 5800 North with approximately 130 feet 
of frontage.  
 
Setbacks.  The front setback for uses in the CB zone is 25 feet. The side yard is 10 feet and rear setback of 
20 feet. The existing building was presumably previously approved by Morgan County with a setback 
that is now nonconforming.  The proposed use does not adversely affect that nonconformity. 
 
Fire Protection. Due to the commercial use of the property, staff recommends a site inspection and 
approval from the local fire official prior to the issuance of a business license.  
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends approval of the K2 Building Solutions, Inc. Conditional Use permit for general 
contract construction services, file #13.120 subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. That approval is based on the information in the application and Planning Commission staff 
report dated 10/17/13. Any impactful changes to the business from the information presented 
therein may require additional future review and approval.  

2. That a business license for K2 Building Solutions, Inc. be obtained prior to commencement of 
onsite operations. 

3. That all past due taxes along with all penalties and interest owed to Morgan County for Serial# 
03-005-123-BCD are paid current prior to the review of the business license for K2 Building 
Solutions, Inc. located at 4070 West 5800 North Morgan, UT.   

4. That the proposed business limits the hours of operation within the timeframe of 6:00 AM to 
10:00 PM.   

5. That the building official performs a site inspection to ensure code conformance prior to the 
issuance of a business license, including address and unit numbering and identification consistent 
with area addressing methods.  

6. That a building permit is required to be issued for any electrical, plumbing, heating, and framing 
etc. during any renovation period. 

7. That the applicant schedules a site inspection with the local fire official and receives approval 
prior to the issuance of a business license. 

8. That the business adheres to all other County, State, and Federal requirements.  
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This recommendation is based on the following findings: 
 

1. That the request conforms to the 2010 General Plan. 
2. That the request conforms to the requirements of the Morgan County Code. 
3. That the hours of operation may be a conditional use to operate. 
4. That Morgan County Code has specific landscaping standards.  If the Planning Commission feels 

additional landscaping is required in order to comply with code, staff would recommend a 
landscaping design to be submitted for approval by the Zoning Administrator.   

 
 
MODEL MOTION   
 
Sample Motion for a Positive Recommendation – “I move we forward a positive recommendation to the 
County Council for the K2 Building Solutions, Inc. Conditional Use permit for general contract 
construction services, file #13.120 subject to the findings and conditions listed in the October 17, 2013 
staff report, and as modified by the conditions and findings below:” 
 

1. List any additional findings and conditions… 
 
Sample Motion for a Negative Recommendation – “I move we forward a negative recommendation to the 
County Council for the K2 Building Solutions, Inc. Conditional Use permit for general contract 
construction services, file #13.120 subject to the following findings: 
 

1. List any additional findings… 
      

 
SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Exhibit A: Zoning Map  
Exhibit B: Site Photo 
Exhibit C: Plat Map 
Exhibit D: Property Layout 
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Memo 
TO:  Planning Commission 

FROM:  Ronda Kippen 

DATE:  December 4, 2013 

SUBJECT:  Revisions to the Sauer Conditional Use Permit Staff Report dated November 6, 2013  
   

 

Per the County Engineer, the following items identified in red have been revised and/or added to the 
Staff Report dated November 6, 2013 and reviewed in the November 14, 2013 Planning Commission 
meeting:  
 

Page 3:  
County Engineer’s Review. The County Engineer has completed a review several reviews of the proposal 
and is recommending approval once the applicant can provide acceptable erosion control designs (See 
Exhibit D). The County Engineer has determined that all final comments/corrections can be 
accomplished administratively prior to a preconstruction meeting with the applicant.  
 

Page 4‐5: 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends approval of the Sauer Conditional Use Permit for the excavation for a residential 
building pad located at 6502 N Highland Drive, application 13.012, with the following conditions: 

 

1. That all work shall be conducted in compliance with the approved Engineering plans. 
2. That the applicant will hold a preconstruction meeting with the County Engineer, Geologist, 

Engineer for the Rock Walls, Zoning Administrator and contractor prior to commencement of 
any on site work.   

3. That all final administrative comments/corrections from the County Engineer are complied with 
prior to any on site improvements. 

4. That an access easement is executed and recorded on Lot 51 of the Highlands Addition No. 
1Subdivision for the proposed driveway access to Lot 50 of the Highlands Addition No. 
1Subdivision prior to beginning on site improvements.  

5. That an erosion control and revegetation/reseeding plan be submitted to the Morgan County 
Planning Department for review and approval by the County Engineer and Zoning Administrator.    

6. That a cash bond for the erosion control and revegetation/reseeding plan is submitted to the 
County with a Cash Escrow agreement and Engineer’s Cost Estimate in an amount and on forms 
as are acceptable by the County Engineer, County Attorney, and County Zoning Administrator.  

7. That all graded or disturbed surfaces of excavations, and all equipment materials and driveways 
on the site shall be dampened or suitably treated, managed or contained to prevent the deposit 
of debris, dust or dirt on neighboring streets and properties; all materials transported to or from 
the site shall be so contained during transportation as to prevent spillage on streets or other 
property outside of the site, and all vehicles going to or from the site shall be clean and free 
from dirt or debris that may track into the public right of way.  

8. That all County outsourced review costs are paid current prior to commencement of 
construction. 
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9. That enforcement of these conditions may be attained by the issuance of a stop work order until 
infractions are corrected, among any other legal means.  

10. That the applicant will adhere to MCC§ 8‐5I‐12 “submittal and certification of geologic hazards 
reports” prior to any work commencing on site. 

11. That the applicant will provide a letter from a structural engineering certifying that the proposed 
residence on Lot 50 of the Highlands Addition No.1Subdivision has been designed based on the 
recommendations and conditions of the Geotechnical Engineer and Geologist.   

12. That the project adheres to all other local, state, and federal requirements.  
13. That if additional information becomes available regarding the unsatisfactory site conditions 

related to geologic or geotechnical issues as determined by the County Engineer, then the 
Conditional Use Permit may be re‐reviewed for additional conditions or revocation.   

 
SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Exhibit A: Zoning 
Exhibit B: Engineered Site Plan & Site Photos 
Exhibit C: Geotechnical Reports 
Exhibit D: Wasatch Civil Memo dated 11/5/13 & 11/14/13 
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Sauer Residence Conditional Use Permit 1 
App. # 13.012 
December 4, 2013 

 

48 West Young Street 
Morgan, UT  84050 

(801) 845-4015    
 

STAFF REPORT 
November 6, 2013

 
To: Morgan County Planning Commission 

Business Date:  November 14, 2013 
 

Prepared By: Ronda Kippen, Planning Technician 
 
Re: Sauer Conditional Use Permit Request 
Application No.: 13.012 
Applicant: Randy Sauer 
Project Location: 6502 & 6522 N Highland Drive  
Zoning: R1-20  
Acreage: 1.28 Acres; Limits of Disturbance: 0.27 Acres  
Request: Conditional Use Permit for excavation for a residential building pad located at  
 6502 N Highland Drive. 
 
SUMMARY 
The proposed project is a combination of imported and native material to retain soils for a residential 
building pad on Lot 50 in the Highlands Addition No. 1 Subdivision.  The proposed grading exceeds the 
permitted threshold allowed under Title 8 in the Morgan County Code (MCC) prompting the conditional 
use permit process.  The conditional use process will ensure adequate site engineering to mitigate harmful 
impact for the property owner as well as the public infrastructure.  The proposed project is being reviewed 
as a “Land Excavation” which is allowed in the R1-20 zone by a conditional use permit.   
 
Conditional Use Permits are administrative actions and as such should be approved as long as harmful 
impact as provided for in adopted ordinances can be mitigated.  The County Code already specifies 
certain standards necessary for mitigation of harmful impact to which the proposal must adhere. With the 
recommended conditions, the proposal appears to meet these standards. The following is staff’s 
evaluation of the request.  
 
BACKGROUND 
The Highlands Addition No. 1Subdivision was approved by Morgan County in 1964.  It appears geologic 
issues within Morgan County did not become a concern until the mid-1980s.  On May 16, 2006, the 
County Council adopted a temporary zoning ordinance which enacted a moratorium on the issuance of 
building permits within the Highlands West, Woodland Heights, and Highlands Additions 1-6 
Subdivisions due to significant landslides and slope stability issues.  The County Council passed two 
ordinances in 2006 which created a regulatory framework for review of building permit and development 
applications in sensitive geologic hazard areas.  The County Council initiated a code re-write in 2009 to 
address the County’s sensitive lands and geologic hazard needs. The County Council adopted CO-10-02 
that repealed CO-06-022 and enacted the Geologic Hazard Chapter of the Morgan County Land Use 
Regulations Code.  
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ANALYSIS 
 
Zoning  
The property falls within the R1-20 zone (see Exhibit A). In the R1-20 zone, land excavations that exceed 
the identified thresholds in MCC §8-8-7 (5)(3) are conditional allowed.  

Residential District R1-20: To provide areas for very low density, single-family residential 
neighborhoods of spacious and uncrowded character. 

8-5B-3: USE REGULATIONS:  
No building, structure or land shall be used and no building or structure shall be hereafter 
erected, structurally altered, enlarged or maintained in the rural residential district, single-
family residential district or multiple residential district, except as provided in this article. 

 Districts    

R1-
20    

R1-
12    

R1-
8    

RM-
7    

RM-
15    

Dwellings:    

   Single-family 
dwelling    

P    P    P    P    P    

Land excavations    C    C    C    C    C    

 
 
8-8-7: LANDFILLS AND LAND EXCAVATIONS:  
B. Permit Required; Exceptions: 

3. A conditional use permit shall be required in all cases where development comes under 
any one or more of the following provisions, unless such work is otherwise exempted 
elsewhere in this chapter: 

a. Excavation, fill or any combination thereof exceeding one thousand (1,000) cubic 
yards. 
b. Fill exceeding five feet (5') in vertical depth at its deepest point measured from the 
adjacent undisturbed ground surface. 
c. An excavation exceeding five feet (5') in vertical depth at its deepest point. 

 
Ordinance Evaluation.  
MCC §8-8-7(F) outlines the standards and specific requirements for the proposed improvements that shall 
be complied with.  Staff feels that the conditions outlined in MCC §8-8-7(F) are necessary in order to 
mitigate harmful impact. 
 
Property Layout.  Lot 50 in the Highlands Addition No. 1 Subdivision lies north of the Sierra 
Drive/Highland Drive intersection and runs along the east side of Highland Drive.  The proposed 
improvements will be confined to approximately 100’ from Highland Drive on Lot 50 of the Highlands 
Addition No. 1 Subdivision with a portion of the access running along the front property line of Lot 51 of 
said Subdivision.  The proposed improvements will cover approximately 0.27 acres of the 1.28 acre 
parcel (see Exhibit B).  According to the reports provided as part of the application, it appears that the 
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proposal may be affected by known geologic hazard study areas (see Exhibit C). Staff recommends that 
the applicant adheres to MCC §8-5I-12 to ensure that the public right of way will not be negatively 
impacted due to the proposed improvements.   
 
Setbacks.  The setbacks for the R1-20 zone are 30’ Front Setback, 30’ Rear Setback, 10’/14’ Side 
Setback.  It appears that the proposed improvements will conform to the required setbacks.   
 
Roads and Access.  The applicant is proposing to utilize a portion of Lot 51 of the Highlands Addition 
No. 1 Subdivision to access Lot 50 from Highland Drive.  Staff feels that an access easement should be 
executed and recorded on Lot 51 of the Highlands Addition No. 1 Subdivision in order to ensure adequate 
access for Lot 50.   
 
Grading and Land Disturbance.  The land proposed to be disturbed is approximately 0.27 acres or 
roughly 11,747 square feet.  The applicant anticipates importing approximately 48 cubic yards in addition 
to the onsite material to create a residential building pad. 
 
Landscaping. The applicant has not proposed a revegetation and reseeding plan in accordance with MCC 
§8-8-7(F)(7) and MCC §8-8-7(F)(10)which states that: 
 

7. Finished Cuts And Slopes: The exposed or finished cuts or slopes of any fill or excavation shall 
be smoothly graded. All exposed slopes of any cut or fill shall be protected by approved planting, 
crib walls or walls and planting, terracing, or combination thereof. 
 
10. Erosion Control And Landscaping: All cut and fill surfaces created by grading, except for 
firebreak purposes, shall be planted with a ground cover that is compatible with the natural ground 
covers in the county. Topsoil is to be stockpiled during rough grading and used on cut and fill 
slopes… 
 

Staff feels that a revegetation and reseeding plan for the disturbed areas will assist in the required erosion 
control as per the County Engineer (Exhibit D).  
 
Bonding. To ensure that sufficient revegetation and reseeding is installed, the Planning Commission 
should consider requiring a completion bond as a condition of approval of this required site improvement, 
pursuant to MCC §8-8-5(H). The bond amount should be for 100% of the total cost of the 
revegetation/reseeding plans as verified in an Engineer’s Cost Estimate. 
 
County Engineer’s Review. The County Engineer has completed several reviews of the proposal and is 
recommending approval once the applicant can provide acceptable erosion control designs (See Exhibit 
D). The County Engineer has determined that all final comments/corrections can be accomplished 
administratively prior to a preconstruction meeting with the applicant.  
 
 
NOTICING 
 
Pursuant to MCC§ 8-3-13(I), a conditional use permit is a public comment item and requires certain 
noticing within 10 calendar days of the first public meeting. Further, pursuant to MCC §8-3-13(C) the 
following noticing requirements have been met for this application: 
 

C. Notice To Third Parties: For site specific land use applications which require a public hearing 
or public comment, the county shall mail notice to the record owner of each parcel within a one 
thousand foot (1,000') radius of the subject property, and the applicant shall post a sign on the 
property according to the following regulations:  
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1. Post a county provided sign along each street on which the subject property has frontage. If 
the subject property does not abut a street, then the sign should be posted on a nearby street as 
determined by the zoning administrator. Sign shall be of sufficient size, durability, print 
quality and location that it is reasonably calculated to give notice to those passing by. It shall 
be the responsibility of the applicant to remove and dispose of the sign(s) within five (5) 
calendar days after the final hearing or meeting regarding the application. Third party 
property owners who live within the one thousand foot (1,000') radius but outside of Morgan 
County boundaries shall be sent notice equivalent to that sent to property owners within 
Morgan County. 

2. The applicant shall submit a signed affidavit of public posting. 
3. The affidavit shall include a photograph verifying that the sign has been installed, at least ten 

(10) days prior to the required public hearing or meeting. 
4. Failure to post the public notice sign and provide the required verification at least ten (10) 

days prior to the required public hearing will cause a delay in the processing of the 
application, to allow for the required public hearing notice. 

5. If the sign is destroyed or damaged the applicant shall replace the sign within twelve (12) 
hours upon being notified. 

 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends approval of the Sauer Conditional Use Permit for the excavation for a residential 
building pad located at 6502 N Highland Drive, application 13.012, with the following conditions: 

 
1. That all work shall be conducted in compliance with the approved Engineering plans. 
2. That the applicant will hold a preconstruction meeting with the County Engineer, Geologist, 

Engineer for the Rock Walls, Zoning Administrator and contractor prior to commencement of any 
on site work.   

3. That all final administrative comments/corrections from the County Engineer are complied with 
prior to any on site improvements. 

4. That an access easement is executed and recorded on Lot 51 of the Highlands Addition No. 
1Subdivision for the proposed driveway access to Lot 50 of the Highlands Addition No. 
1Subdivision prior to beginning on site improvements.  

5. That an erosion control and revegetation/reseeding plan be submitted to the Morgan County 
Planning Department for review and approval by the County Engineer and Zoning Administrator.    

6. That a cash bond for the erosion control and revegetation/reseeding plan is submitted to the 
County with a Cash Escrow agreement and Engineer’s Cost Estimate in an amount and on forms 
as are acceptable by the County Engineer, County Attorney, and County Zoning Administrator.  

7. That all graded or disturbed surfaces of excavations, and all equipment materials and driveways 
on the site shall be dampened or suitably treated, managed or contained to prevent the deposit of 
debris, dust or dirt on neighboring streets and properties; all materials transported to or from the 
site shall be so contained during transportation as to prevent spillage on streets or other property 
outside of the site, and all vehicles going to or from the site shall be clean and free from dirt or 
debris that may track into the public right of way.  

8. That all County outsourced review costs are paid current prior to commencement of construction. 
9. That enforcement of these conditions may be attained by the issuance of a stop work order until 

infractions are corrected, among any other legal means.  
10. That the applicant will adhere to MCC§ 8-5I-12 “submittal and certification of geologic hazards 

reports” prior to any work commencing on site. 
11. That the applicant will provide a letter from a structural engineering certifying that the proposed 

residence on Lot 50 of the Highlands Addition No.1Subdivision has been designed based on the 
recommendations and conditions of the Geotechnical Engineer and Geologist.   

12. That the project adheres to all other local, state, and federal requirements.  
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13. That if additional information becomes available regarding the unsatisfactory site conditions 
related to geologic or geotechnical issues as determined by the County Engineer, then the 
Conditional Use Permit may be re-reviewed for additional conditions or revocation.   

 
 
 
This recommendation is based on the following findings: 
 

1. That the request conforms to the requirements of the Morgan County Code. 
2. That the requested uses are conditionally allowed in the R1-20 zone. 
3. That with the proposed conditions, the proposal will mitigate potential detrimental effects it may 

cause to the public, particularly with respect to the dust and debris control.  
4. That an erosion control and revegetation/reseeding plan is essential to mitigating the harmful 

effects of erosion, slope instability,  and will mitigate the negative aesthetic effects of the hillside 
excavation.  

 
MODEL MOTION   
 
Sample Motion for a Positive Recommendation – “I move we forward a positive recommendation to the 
County Council for the Sauer Conditional Use Permit for excavation for a residential building pad located 
at 6502 N Highland Drive, application 13.012, subject to the findings and conditions listed in the 
November 6, 2013 staff report, and as modified by the conditions and findings below:” 
 

1. List any additional findings and conditions… 
 
Sample Motion for a Negative Recommendation – “I move we forward a negative recommendation to the 
County Council for the Sauer Conditional Use Permit for excavation for a residential building pad located 
at 6502 N Highland Drive, application 13.012, subject to the following findings: 
 

1. List any additional findings… 
      

 
SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Exhibit A: Zoning 
Exhibit B: Engineered Site Plan & Site Photos 
Exhibit C: Geotechnical Reports 
Exhibit D: Wasatch Civil Memo dated 11/5/13 & 11/14/13 
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September 24, 2013 

 

Randy Sauer 

 

 

 

Subject: Retaining Wall Analysis and Design  

Highland Addition #1 Subdivision – Lot 50 

Mountain Green, Utah 

  GeoStrata Project No. 894-001 

 

Mr. Sauer 

 

As requested, GeoStrata has evaluated a proposed geotextile reinforced retaining wall as well as two 

rockery retaining walls to be constructed to the north and east of the proposed residence to be 

constructed to on Lot 50 of the Highland Addition #1 subdivision located in Mountain Green, Utah. 

Information concerning the location and geometry of the proposed retaining walls was provided by 

the client in a drawing dated July 2, 2009 and entitled “Randy Sauer Property, Lot 50, Highlands 

Addition #1 Subd” prepared by Reeve and Associates. Based on this drawing, we understand that the 

following retaining walls are to be constructed at the subject site; 

 

Wall Type Height (ft) General Location Segment 

Geotextile 

Reinforced  
32 West of residence C 

Rockery 10 North of residence A 

Rockery 8 East of residence B 

 

The geotextile reinforced retaining wall will consist of two 16 foot tiers separated by an 8 foot wide 

horizontal bench. The rockeries will each consist of single tiers. Locations of the proposed retaining 

walls are shown on the Site Plan, Plate 1. A cross section of the geotextile reinforced retaining wall 

can be found on Plate 2. Cross sections of the proposed rockery retaining walls can be found on 

Plates 3 and 4. General recommendations for the construction of the rockery retaining walls can be 

found on Plate 5. 

 

The retaining wall analysis included in this report was completed in accordance with the accepted 

industry standards of care including global stability and internal stability. The retaining wall design 

was based on discussions with the Client as well as through the drawing discussed above, our 

understanding of the project site geometry as observed during site visits, and laboratory testing of a 

sample of on-site soils. A geotechnical investigation was previously completed for the subject 

property by Bruce N Kaliser Consultant, the results of which are summarized in a report dated 

October 21, 1997. A landslide hazards reconnaissance was completed for the subject property by 

Western Geologic, the results of which are summarized in a letter dated March 12, 2006. Information 
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obtained from these reports was also utilized in the design of the proposed retaining walls. The 

following paragraphs further describe the analysis and design procedures. 

 

Field Investigation and Laboratory Testing 

 

To assist in our analysis a test pit was excavated near the northwest corner of the proposed house. 

The test pit was excavated to a depth of about 12 feet below existing site grade with a tracked 

excavator. Subsurface soil conditions as encountered in the exploration was logged at the time of our 

investigation by a qualified geotechnical engineer and are presented on the enclosed Test Pit Log, 

Plate 6 in Appendix B. A Key to USCS Soil Symbols and Terminology is presented on Plate 7.  

 

Soils encountered in the test pit consisted of Approximately 1½ feet of clayey topsoil overlying 

Sandy Fat CLAY (CH) to a depth of 8 feet.  At 8 feet Tuffaceous Sandstone was encountered 

through the depth explored. Groundwater was not encountered in our test pit at the time of 

excavation. 

 

Relatively undisturbed block samples of the native soil was retrieved from the test pit and 

transported to our laboratory for testing.  Laboratory testing consisted of a direct shear test.  The 

direct shear test indicated that the native soil has a angle of internal friction of 29 degrees and 

cohesion of 200 psf. 

 

 

Soil Parameters 

 

As indicated above, strength testing completed as part of our investigation consisted of a direct shear 

test completed on a relatively undisturbed sample obtained from the test pit. Results of our direct 

shear testing indicate that the near-surface soils have an angle of internal friction (φ) of 29 degrees 

and a cohesion of 200 psf. Results of the direct shear test may be found on Plate 8.  

 

The retained soils within the reinforced zone are to consist of excavated bedrock, which was 

observed to consist of tuffaceous sandstone. Due to the anticipated coarse-grained nature of these 

soils, laboratory testing was not feasible. Strength parameters consisting of an angle of internal 

friction (φ) of 36 degrees and a cohesion of 0 psf were assumed for this material.  

 

Strength testing on the in-place bedrock was also not feasible. As such, strength parameters 

consisting of an angle of internal friction (φ) of 1 degree and a cohesion of 2,000 psf. 

 

Evidence of shallow groundwater, such as seeps, springs, or wetlands were not observed at the 

subject property, and based on past projects within the vicinity of the site groundwater is assumed to 

be relatively deep. As such, groundwater was not included as part of our stability modeling.  
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Horizontal Ground Acceleration 

 

Seismic screening was completed using one-half of the deterministic median (50
th

 percentile) peak 

ground acceleration (PGA) for the area resulting from a characteristic earthquake on the Weber 

segment of the Wasatch fault These values typically correspond to a two percent probability of 

exceedance in 50 years (for non-critical structures). A PGA of 0.42g was calculated for the subject 

site when site soil conditions (site class C) are accounted for.   

 

Global Stability Analysis 

 

The global stability analysis included both static and pseudo-static (seismic) analysis of the 

maximum sections of the proposed retaining walls. The stability analyses were completed using the 

geometric conditions, soil strengths and assumed retaining wall construction as observed on site and 

described in previous paragraphs. The investigated sections of the proposed retaining walls were 

typically the critical sections. Minimum factors of safety of 1.5 and 1.0 for static and seismic 

conditions, respectively, were considered acceptable.  

 

Global stability of the slopes were modeled using SLIDE, a computer program incorporating (among 

others) Bishop’s Simplified Method of Slices analysis. Calculations for stability were developed by 

searching for the minimum factor of safety for a circular-type failure. Homogeneous earth materials 

(Clay and weathered bedrock) and arcuate failure surfaces were assumed. Stability analyses were 

conducted on the cross-sections shown on Plates 9 through 14.  

 

 

Geotextile Reinforced Retaining Wall Construction Specifications 

 

Based on the analysis and the constraints presented in this report and in accordance with the 

manufacture’s recommendations, the attached drawing and specifications presented in the Appendix 

(Plate 2) were developed. For design of the geotextile reinforced retaining wall, our analysis assumed 

a geotextile with a long term wide width of at least 2,277 lbs/ft (such as Mirafi HS 400) and that the 

native and retained soils have strength values described above. Our analysis assumed a batter on the 

order of 1H:4V (horizontal to vertical). Based on our analysis we recommend the following; 

 

1. The geotextile should extend laterally into the slope a minimum of 20 feet behind the wall 

facing. 

2. The geotextile should be spaced every 2 feet.  

3. The geotextile should have a top lap length at the top of at least 3 feet.  

4. Backfill for the retaining wall should consist of excavated bedrock material, which should 

consist of angular gravel. Fill should be placed in maximum 12-inch loose lifts. Due to the 

granular nature of this material, it may not be feasible to complete density testing during 

placement. Visual observations should be made by a qualified geotechnical engineer of the 

compactive effort to ensure that a firm, unyielding surface is achieved during fill placement.  

5. To prevent the accumulation of water behind the retaining wall, a perforated pipe and a 

continuously placed prefabricated drainage composite has been included in the section 

drawings and should be installed as shown.  
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6. Facing should be placed in front of the geotextile retaining wall to provide UV protection.  

 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed geotextile reinforced retaining wall described above has 

adequate safety factors against failure.   

 

Rockery Construction Specifications 

 

Based on the analysis and the constraints presented in this report and in accordance with the 

Associated Rockery Contractors (ARC) Rock Wall Construction Guidelines, the attached drawings 

and specifications presented in the Appendix were developed. The following paragraphs further 

describe design elements that should be incorporated into the rockery construction.  

 

Test pits excavate by Bruce Kaliser and GeoStrata indicate that bedrock is 6 to 8 feet below existing 

grade at the site.  Based on this information, excavations made for the rockeries at the site will 

extend down into the tuffaceous sandstone bedrock.  Give the fracturing orientation observed it is 

our opinion tha the bedrock excavations will stand nearly vertical; however, the exposed bedrock 

should be battered on the order of 0.25 to1 (horizontal to vertical) and some raveling should be 

anticipated.  The planned rockeries should be constructed above the bedrock to retain the exposed 

soils above. A horizontal shelf should be excavated at the top of the bedrock and the rockeries should 

be placed at least 2 feet back from the exposed bedrock face. 

 

Section drawings of the proposed rockeries are included in the Appendix as Plates 3 and 4. Based on 

our design analyses, the rock facing should not be placed steeper than 0.5 to 1 (horizontal to vertical) 

and the bottom rocks of the rockeries should be keyed into the ground a minimum of 12 inches. Rock 

facing should be placed in general accordance with the ARC Rockery Construction Guidelines as 

summarized in the attached Construction Specifications, Plate 5. The guidelines state: 

 

• Rocks should be placed so that there are no continuous joint planes in either the vertical or 

lateral direction. 

• Rocks should be staggered such that each rock bears on the two rocks below it.  

• The upper plane of each rock between courses (the top surface of rock), should slope back 

towards the slope face and away from the face of the rock wall. 

 

A channel lined with a minimum of 6 inches of low permeability soil should be constructed above 

the top course of rock and should slope away from the top of the rockeries. The purpose of the 

channel is to prevent surface water such as precipitation or irrigation from flowing over the top of the 

rockery or infiltrating the soil above and behind the rockery.  

 

A perforated drainage pipe and a 1.0-foot partition of gravel wrapped in geotextile fabric or 

alternatively a continuously placed prefabricated drainage composite has been included in the section 

drawings to provide some drainage behind the walls. 

 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed rockery retaining walls described above has adequate safety 

factors against failure.   
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Conclusions and Limitations 

 

The retaining walls should be constructed as shown in the attached drawings.  

 

It should be noted that conditions such as leaky or broken irrigation lines, cracked gutters, leaking 

storm drains, and ponding of precipitation or runoff can lead to saturation of the soil behind the 

retaining walls, which can lead to slope failure. Erosion and scouring of soils at the toe of the 

retaining wall can undermine the retaining wall which may also eventually lead to slope failure. The 

Owner/Client should be aware of the risks if these or other conditions occur that could jeopardize the 

stability of the retaining wall.  

 

Inspection Scheduling 

 

In order to facilitate inspection of the retaining wall during construction and observe compliance 

with our design documents, we propose the following schedule: 

 

1. Inspect the first course of rocks for size, embedment, and back drain construction.  

2. Inspect the second or third course of rocks for size, position and placement, and drainage.  

3. Inspect finished rockeries for conformance to design requirements such as maximum 

heights, batter, front and back slope geometries, and rock sizing, positioning and 

placement. 

4.  Compaction testing (or visual observation) of all structural fill should be completed on a 

regular basis. All soils should be compacted in accordance with the recommendations of 

the original geotechnical report (if applicable).  

 

The contractor, owner or developer is responsible for informing GeoStrata of the construction 

schedule to facilitate the inspections. The reviewing engineer also reserves the right to increase the 

frequency of inspections if conditions warrant.  

 

The design recommendations contained in this report are based on our previous field exploration, 

laboratory testing, and our understanding of the proposed construction. It is possible that variations 

in subsurface conditions could exist beyond the point explored. The nature and extent of variations 

may not be evident until construction occurs. If any conditions are encountered at this site that are 

different from those described in this report, we should be immediately notified so that we may make 

any necessary revisions to the recommendations contained in this report. In addition, if the scope of 

the proposed construction changes from that described in this report, we should be notified. 
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Plate 5 

Rock Stacking Construction Specifications: 
 

The rock stacking guidelines provided include installation of the rock facing, 

drain and backfill material. Design and construction information is based on 

empirical correlations, site geometry and the engineering analysis performed as 

part of the scope of work for this project.  

 

MATERIALS 

 

• Retained soils are to consist of native cut soils. If granular fill is required the 

material should consist of 4-inch minus granular soils compacted to a minimum of 

90 percent ASTM D-1557 in landscape areas and 95 percent underneath 

structures. Any backfill material should be approved by the Geotechnical 

Engineer prior to importing.  

• Rock Boulders to be used as facing should be durable angular particles with a 

minimum nominal diameter of 1½-feet. Rock sizes should be in accordance with 

design drawings. 

 

INSTALLATION 

 

• Rocks should be stacked in general accordance with the Associated Rockery 

Contractors (ARC) Rockery Construction Guidelines, summarized as follows:  

 

o Rocks should be placed so that there are no continuous joint planes in 

either the vertical or lateral direction. 

o Wherever possible, each rock should bear on at least two rocks below it.  

o The upper plane of each rock between courses (the top surface of rock), 

should slope back towards the slope face and away from the face of the 

rock wall. 

 

• Rock facing should be stacked at a maximum steepness of ½ horizontal to 1 vertical 

for all rock slopes greater than 6-feet in height. Rock faced slopes less than 6-feet 

may be stacked steeper upon approval from the Geotechnical Engineer and if ARC 

guidelines are followed. Bottom row of rocks should be buried (keyed in) a minimum 

depth of 1 foot. 

 

• Rock wall should be inspected at regular intervals by Geotechnical Engineer to 

accommodate final inspection and acceptance letter.  
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Slope Stability Profile A – Pseudo Static
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Lot 50 Highlands Addition #1 Subdivision
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Project Number: 894-001
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Slope Stability Profile B – Pseudo Static
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Randy Sauer – Rockery Design

Lot 50 Highlands Addition #1 Subdivision

Mountain Green, UT

Project Number: 894-001
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Slope Stability Profile C – Static
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Randy Sauer – Rockery Design

Lot 50 Highlands Addition #1 Subdivision

Mountain Green, UT

Project Number: 894-001
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Slope Stability Profile C – Pseudo Static

Plate 
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Randy Sauer – Rockery Design

Lot 50 Highlands Addition #1 Subdivision

Mountain Green, UT

Project Number: 894-001
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M e m o r a n d u m 
 

 
   
 
 
 
 

 
To:  Charles Ewert - Planner 

Morgan County 
 
From:  Mark T. Miller, P.E. 

Wasatch Civil Consulting Engineering  
 
Date:    November 5, 2013 
 
Subject:  Sauer Site Plan 
 
 
We have reviewed the revised information for the Sauer Site Plan.  Items 2, 3 and 4 were 
adequately addressed.  Reeve & Associates did not address Item 1, which states “…runoff from 
the driveway and from the yard drain need to be considered in pipes, side swales or boxes to 
prevent erosion on the westerly side and to keep water from running out into Highland Drive.” 
 
Water from the house and driveway will flow directly onto and across Highland Drive with 
significant velocity which will create a safety concern.  The connection of the side swale on the 
easterly side of the driveway to the newly proposed culvert (at Highland Drive) needs to be 
detailed.  The culvert is in the right-of-way, so it needs County review and approval.  No details 
(type of pipe, slope, end sections, trench detail, etc.) were provided. The drainage design from 
the yard drain as it crosses the drive is not detailed enough to answer the erosion control issue 
mentioned above.   
 
Once these items have been addressed, the plan should be acceptable.  Please call if you have 
any questions.   

Exhibit D- Wasatch Civil Memo 



M e m o r a n d u m 
 

 
   
 
 
 
 

 
To:  Charles Ewert - Planner 

Morgan County 
 
From:  Mark T. Miller, P.E. 

Wasatch Civil Consulting Engineering  
 
Date:    November 14, 2013 
 
Subject:  Sauer Site Plan 
 
 
We have reviewed the latest revision to the Sauer Site plan.  Their drawing adequately 
addressed the concerns of our November 5th, 2013, memo regarding inadequate elements on 
the Reeve and Associates drawing.   
 
If you have any questions, please call. 

Exhibit D-Engineer Review



 
Planning and Development Services 

48 West Young Street #32 PO Box 886 Morgan, UT 84050  Office (801) 845-4015  Fax (801) 845-6087 

 

  

Memo 
TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning and Development Services Department 

DATE: December 5, 2013 

SUBJECT: General Plan and Ordinance Annual Update 
  

 

 

As part of our ongoing efforts to keep Morgan County Codes and the General Plan relevant and 

responsive to changing conditions, it is necessary to routinely review sections of the documents 

to verify their functionality. Attached are two lists that identify areas of need in both the code 

and the general plan. Nearly all of the work thereon has been directed by the County Council, 

with some direction from the Planning Commission.  

 

This information is being provided to show the Planning Commission the planned works in 

progress for the 2014 year (and probably beyond). I invite comment from the Planning 

Commission about these items or other potential areas of necessary change in the codes and/or 

general plan. 

 

Tracking the need for changes in this manner is a new exercise for Morgan County. As staff 

identifies inconsistencies in the codes or general plan we will add them to the list for further 

discussion and direction from the Planning Commission or County Council. 

 

 



 

 
 

Ordinance Update List in Order of Priority 

 

Date 

Directed 

Body 

Directed 

Subject 

12/3/13 CC Road improvement requirements for small subdivisions 

 CC 

CC 

Streamline Commercial Code Land Use Permitting Processes
1
 

Streamline all Conditional Use Permit Processes
2
 

7/16/13 CC Recreate Town Center Zone
3
 

6/18/13 CC Handicap and elderly housing provisions 

8/6/13 CC Building height requirements in residential zones
4
 

 CC Paved driveway aprons
5
 

 

2012 

10/14/13 

11/19/13 

11/19/13 

CC 

CC 

PC 

CC 

CC 

CC 

Geotechnical requirements
6
 

Fencing standards
7
 

Multifamily Design Standards
8
 

Commercial activities in residential zones
9
 

Multiple residential units on one lot
10

 

Flexible Subdivision Ordinance
11

 

 

                                                           
1
 Start with rewriting MCC 8-4: 

1. Re-write Chapter 4 with provisions that specify the processes for Commercial, industrial, and 

institutional site plan approval, and the standards for site plan approval. 

2. Include in Chapter 4 a section that explains the minimum Commercial, industrial, and 

institutional site plan standards. 

3. Include in Chapter 4 some minimum requirements for residential site plans. 

4. Include in Chapter 4 the process and standards for “change of use” of a previously approved 

commercial, industrial, or institutional building.  
2
 Rewrite MCC 8-5C: “Commercial Zones” to use the P-1, P-2, C-1 and C-2 review processes established 

elsewhere, and update Land Use Authority provisions. 

1. Check MCC 8-8: “Conditional Uses” to rectify any conflicts. This chapter and chapter 4 should 

be seamlessly integrated.  

2. Then rewrite MCC 8-3-1 to redefine the Zoning Administrators responsibilities to include 

interpretation and administration of code, and blend with the Land Use Authority provisions.  
3
 Rewrite MCC 8-5D to rewrite it for a town center as provided for in the General Plan. 

4
 Building height requirements in residential zones – evaluate alternatives to 35’. All residential, 

agricultural, multiple use, and forestry zone chapters. 
5
 Study the need for paved driveway aprons as required by the subdivision chapter.  

6
 Study the need for the current geotechnical requirements. Are they necessary, and why. Subdivision 

chapter.  
7
 Fencing regulations: 2012 changes caused complications and inconsistencies. See letter to County from 

Sterling Codifiers dated 8-29-12, and in file #12.114. 

1. Definition of “front yard” conflicts with the administration of side yard on corner lots in MCC 8-

6-37(C). Make consistent. 
8
 Planning Commission text amendment to adopt design standards for multifamily residential 

developments.  
9
 Commercial activities in residential zones; spearheaded as a result of the Nold CUP. 

10
 Multiple residential units on one lot in certain zones; also spearheaded as a result of the Nold CUP 

11
 Staff have surveyed the Council’s opinions about flexible subdivision context. Results will be drafted 

into proposal. 



 

 
 

General Plan Update List in Order of Priority 

 

Date 

Directed 

Body 

Directed 

Subject 

 CC Future Street Plan
1
 

 PC 

 

Future Land Use Map Amendment adjacent to Morgan City
2
 

Recreational uses
3
 

   

   

   

   

   

 

                                                           
1
 Future street plan emphasizes the need to create an alternative alignment for a future Trappers Loop 

connection to I-84. This is also an opportunity to address the County’s lack of future street planning in 

village centers. 

1. Rollins Ranch egress 

2. Whisper Ridge egress 

3. Round Valley egress 

4. Island Road egress 

5. Peterson area potentials circulation connections 
2
 Planning Commission directed coordination with the Morgan City to use their annexation plan as a 

template for County future land uses surrounding City. 
3
 General plan has some inconsistencies regarding recreational uses. Clarifying future recreational land 

use desires designating areas may be beneficial.  
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Memo 
TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning and Development Services Department 

DATE: December 5, 2013 

SUBJECT: Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 
  

 

 

 

 

 

Pursuant to the Planning Commission by-laws, the meeting schedule for each year should be 

established prior to the first meeting of the year. It is time to establish the meeting schedule for 

the 2014 year. Attached is a proposed Planning Commission Resolution 13-02 to set the 2014 

Morgan County Planning Commission meeting dates. 

 



2014 MORGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING DATES 

PLANNING COMMISSION RESOLUTION 13-02 

 

A RESOLUTION SETTING THE ANNUAL MEETING SCHEDULE OF THE 

MORGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

 WHEREAS, the Utah Open and Public Meeting Law, 52-4-102, Utah Code Annotated, 1953, 

provides that political subdivisions of the State of Utah shall hold meetings which are open to the public; 

and 

 

 WHEREAS, said Open and Public Meetings Law provides in Section 52-4-202 that any public 

body which holds regular meetings that are scheduled in advance over the course of a year shall give 

public notice at least once each year of its annual meeting schedule; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Morgan County Planning Commission desires to give public notice of the 

meeting schedule for the year 2014 in compliance with State law and in accordance with its adopted by-

laws. 

 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, FOUND AND ORDERED AS FOLLOWS: 

 

1. That the regular monthly meetings of the Morgan County Planning Commission during 

the calendar year 2014 shall be held at the Morgan County Courthouse, 48 West Young 

Street, Morgan, Utah on the second and fourth Thursday of each month, or in accordance 

with the schedule below, commencing at 6:30 p.m.  When necessary, work sessions, field 

visits or other meetings will be held and noticed in accordance with the law.  Regular 

meetings shall be held upon the following dates (unless no items are ready for discussion 

or action): 

 

January 9, 2014 

January 23, 2014 

February 13, 2014 

February 27, 2014 

March 13, 2014 

March 27, 2014 

April 10, 2014 

April 24, 2014 

May 8, 2014 

May 22, 2014 

June 12, 2014 

June 26, 2014 

July 10, 2014 

August 14, 2014 

August 28, 2014 

September 11, 2014 

September 25, 2014 

October 9, 2014 

October 23, 2014 

November 14, 2014 

December 11, 2014 

   

 

2. If any meeting falls on a legal holiday or for other legitimate reasons the Planning 

Commission decides to not hold a regularly scheduled meeting, the meeting will be 

canceled unless rescheduled.  In the event of rescheduling, notice of the rescheduled 

meeting will be given by public notice in accordance with the open and public meetings 

law. 

 

3. Notice of the Annual Meeting Schedule shall be given in the following form: 

 

 

 



NOTICE OF ANNUAL MEETING SCHEDULE 

MORGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

 NOTICE is hereby given that the Annual Meeting schedule of the Morgan County Planning 

Commission for the 2014 calendar year is as follows: 

 

January 9, 2014 

January 23, 2014 

February 13, 2014 

February 27, 2014 

March 13, 2014 

March 27, 2014 

April 10, 2014 

April 24, 2014 

May 8, 2014 

May 22, 2014 

June 12, 2014 

June 26, 2014 

July 10, 2014 

August 14, 2014 

August 28, 2014 

September 11, 2014 

September 25, 2014 

October 9, 2014 

October 23, 2014 

November 14, 2014 

December 11, 2014

 

If any meeting falls on a legal holiday or for other legitimate reasons the Planning Commission decides to 

not hold a regularly scheduled meeting, the meeting will be canceled unless rescheduled.  In the event of 

rescheduling, notice of the rescheduled meeting will be given by public notice in accordance with the 

open and public meetings law. 

 

 DATED this 12
th
  day of December, 2013. 

 

 MORGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

  

By: Roland Haslam, Chairman 

 

1. Morgan County will post written notice of the annual meeting schedule in the offices of 

the County and provide a copy of such notice to at least one newspaper of general 

circulation within the geographic jurisdiction of the county, or to a local media 

correspondent and to all persons who request a copy of such notice. 

 

2. This Resolution shall be effective immediately upon passage and adoption. 

 

PASSED AND ADOPTED THIS 12th DAY OF DECEMBER, 2013. 

MORGAN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

 

 

 

 

By __________________________________ 

Roland Haslam 

Morgan County Planning Commission Chairman 
 



 

 
Wilkinson Acres Subdivision No 2 Concept 1 

Application #13.153 
December 5, 2013 

 

Planning and Development Services 
48 West Young Street 

Morgan, UT  84050 

(801) 845-4015    

 

STAFF REPORT 

December 5, 2013

 

To: Morgan County Planning Commission 

Business Date – December 12, 2013 

 

From: Charles Ewert, Planner 

 

Re: Wilkinson Acres Subdivision No. 2 Concept Plan 

 

Application No.: 13.153 

Applicant: John Wilkinson  

Location: Approximately 2000 S. Morgan Valley Drive 

Current Zoning: RR-1 Zone  

Acreage: Approximately 3.20 acres (139,186 sq.ft.)  

Request: Concept Subdivision Plan and Improvements Exception Approval 

  
SUMMARY & BACKGROUND 
 
The applicant is seeking approval of a three lot subdivision conceptual plan within the RR-1 zone. The 
proposal is being reviewed for conceptual design standards as required by County Ordinances. The 
purpose of a concept plan is to provide the developer an opportunity to consult with the County about 
ordinance requirements and receive guidance prior to preliminary plat application

1
. 

 
With the requested recommendations herein, the application appears to meet the minimum requirements 
for conceptual subdivision planning of the zoning and subdivision ordinances. It is important to note that 
because this is a concept plan there may be some compliance issues with certain specifics of the 
subdivision code. Positive recommendations for Concept approval should not be construed as subdivision 
approval or vesting in any way

2
. Any noncompliance herein shall be resolved at preliminary plat. Staff’s 

evaluation of the request is as follows.  
 

ANALYSIS 

 

General Plan and Zoning. The subject property is located along South Morgan Valley Drive in an area of 

unincorporated Morgan County known as Richville. The 2010 Morgan County General Plan has 

designated this area as a non-growth area, with no changes from the current zoning. The current 

designation is Rural Residential
3
. The purpose of the Rural Residential designation

4
 is: 

 
The Rural Residential category designation accommodates semi-rural large lot 

                                                 
1
 MCC 8-12-16 

2
 MCC 8-12-19(C) 

3
 See Exhibit A for the Future Land Use Map of the area 

4
 See 2010 Morgan County General Plan pg. 7, 12 



 

 
Wilkinson Acres Subdivision No 2 Concept 2 

Application #13.153 
December 5, 2013 

development, with generous distances to streets and between residential dwelling units in 
a viable semi-rural character setting. Residential density in rural residential areas is a 
maximum of 1 unit per acre. 

 

The proposal is in compliance with the General Plan by providing density under this limit.  

 

The current zoning designation on the property is RR-1
5
. The purposes of the RR-1 zone

6
 are: 

 
1. The purposes of providing a rural residential district are: 

a. To promote and preserve in appropriate areas conditions favorable to large lot 
family life; 
b. Maintaining a rural atmosphere; 
c. The keeping of limited numbers of animals and fowl; and 
d. Reduced requirements for public utilities, services and infrastructure. 

2. These districts are intended to be primarily residential in character and protected from 
encroachment by commercial and industrial uses.  

The proposal is in compliance with this purpose statement.  

The purpose statements in the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance do not provide actual development 

standards, but present the zoning context for the zone which the proposed subdivision is located.  The 

specific standards found in the adopted County Code govern development of the subject property. 

Layout.  The Subdivision is three lots that front Morgan Valley Drive
7
. It is currently configured in one 

agricultural lot. Each lot has over one acre in the RR-1 zone. The proposed lot lines appear to present that 

the new lot configurations conforms to existing RR-1 standards for lots, including setbacks, coverage, 

acreage and frontage/width.  

 

The division leaves a remainder parcel of approximately 42.57 acres. The parcel qualified for an 

agricultural exemption from subdivision platting requirements, subject to the uses thereon being restricted 

for agricultural uses only until such time that it is developed in the future
8
. A condition of approval to this 

effect has been provided with the recommended conditions.  

 

Roads and Access.  All lots have existing access from Morgan Valley Drive. They are each provided a 

minimum of 200 feet of frontage and width, which complies with code standards. The configuration also 

provides a 60 wide access strip for access from Morgan Valley Drive to the rear agricultural property, 

providing future development options there.  

 

Morgan Valley Drive does not meet current adopted standards along the frontage of the subdivision. The 

applicant has requested an exception from right of way improvement requirements
9
, and it appears the 

request may qualify provided that the existing street is either at least 22 feet wide or improved to be 22’ 

wide. The applicant should clarify the existing street right of way prior to preliminary plat submittal. A 

condition of approval for the improvements exception has been provided with the recommendations 

herein.  

 

                                                 
5
 See Exhibit B for the Zoning Map 

6
 MCC §8-5A-1 

7
 See Exhibit C for the proposed concept plan 

8
 MCC §8-12-9 Allows for agricultural exemptions as long as the division has been approved by the Zoning 

Administrator and is accompanied by a record of survey.  
9
 MCC § 8-12-44(D)(2) 
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Application #13.153 
December 5, 2013 

Grading and land disturbance.  The land is relatively flat. No specific grading plan has been presented, 

and none is expected. There may be minor site preparation prior to building. Any cut or fill that rises to 

the level of requiring an excavation permit will need a CUP.  

 

Sensitive Areas, Geology, and Geotechnical Considerations.  The Coogan and King Ogden 30x60 

Geologic Quadrangle indicates that the entire property is in the Ql and Qbg geologic units, which are not 

known hazard study areas.  

 

Utilities.  Water is proposed to be provided for all three lots from the Richville Pipeline Company. 

Irrigation is proposed to be served from the West Porterville Pipeline Company. Proof of culinary 

shares/rights (800 gallons per day) and irrigation shares/rights (3 gallons per minute) are provided for 

each lot at preliminary plat application. A condition of approval has been applied herein.  

 

Sewage is proposed to be provided by individual septic systems. It appears that a percolation test has 

already been conducted for the site. The septic systems will need to be reviewed and approved by the 

Health department.  

 

Questar Gas and telecommunication facilities run along the site’s frontage along Morgan Valley Drive, 

and Rocky Mountain Power runs a parallel across the street. Power will need to be undergrounded to the 

site. Will serve letters from each utility will be required at preliminary plat review.  

 

Flood Plain. There is no negative flood plain boundary onsite.  

 

Subdivision Name. There is already a subdivision in the vicinity named “Wilkinson Acres Subdivision.” 

The County Recorder feels that the proposed name is too similar and advises the renaming of the project. 

A recommendation to this effect has been added to the conditions herein.  

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward a positive recommendation to the County 

Council for the Wilkinson Acres Subdivision No 2 Concept Plan and associated improvements exception, 

application 13.153, with the following conditions: 

 

1. That all outsourced consultant fees are paid current prior to final plat recordation. 

2. That a record of survey of the remaining agricultural land is filed in the office of the County 

Recorder and recorded, together with a letter of approval of the division from the Zoning 

Administrator, pursuant to MCC §8-12-9.  

3. That an improvements exception for the project is conditioned on the current width of Morgan 

Valley Drive being 22 feet wide with adequate shoulders, as verified by the project surveyor or 

engineer; or that improvement of the existing street is provided to a minimum width of 22 feet 

with adequate shoulders. Construction drawings, if necessary, illustrating the improvements shall 

be provided with the preliminary plat submittal, and final plat approval shall be conditioned on 

the execution of a cash bond and agreement or completion agreement for said improvements. 

4. That proof of culinary shares/rights (800 gallons per day) and irrigation shares/rights (3 gallons 

per minute) are provided for each lot at preliminary plat application.  

5. That all proposed utilities provide a will serve letter indicating their willingness to serve the 

property in a manner that complies with County ordinances.  

6. That approval of the sewage disposal mechanism is provided by the Weber-Morgan Health 

Department with preliminary plat submittal.  

7. That the project is renamed to the satisfaction of the County Recorder.  

8. That all red/bluelines on the plat herein are corrected with preliminary plat submittal.  
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Application #13.153 
December 5, 2013 

9. That all other local, state, and federal laws are adhered to. 

 

This recommendation is based on the following findings: 

 

1. The nature of the subdivision is in conformance with the current and future land uses of the area. 

2. The proposal complies with the Morgan County 2010 General Plan. 

3. With the recommended conditions the proposal complies with current zoning requirements and 

subdivision requirements. 

4. That with the listed conditions the proposal is found to comply with the findings required for an 

improvements exception; namely, that requiring the full street infrastructure improvements: 

a. Is not roughly proportional, in nature or extent, to the impact of the development on 

the community;  

b. Is not beneficial to the county; or may be detrimental to the neighboring property 

abutting the development;  

c. Is not necessary at this time to protect the public's health, safety, and welfare. 

5. That approval of the concept plan and the improvements exception renders the project “routine 

and uncontested” and as such qualifies for approval by the Zoning Administrator in compliance 

with adopted laws.  

6. That the proposal is not detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the public. 

 

MODEL MOTIONS   

 

Sample Motion for a Positive Recommendation – “I move we forward a positive recommendations for the 

Wilkinson Acres Subdivision No. 2 Concept Plan, application 13.153, as listed in the December 5, 2013 

staff report, and as modified by the additional recommendations below:” 

 

1. List any additional recommendations… 

 

 

Sample Motion for a denial – “I move forward a negative recommendation for the Wilkinson Acres 

Subdivision No. 2 Concept Plan, application 13.153, with the following findings:” 

 

1. List findings…

SUPPORTING INFORMATION 

 

Exhibit A: Future Land Use Map 

Exhibit B: Zoning Map 

Exhibit C: Proposed Concept Plan(s) with Staff Redlines 

Exhibit D: Photo of site 
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Surrey Lane Estates PRUD Amendment# 2 Final Plat 1 
Application #13.098 
December 5, 2013 

 
Planning and Development Services 

48 West Young Street 
Morgan, UT  84050 

(801) 845-4015    
 

STAFF REPORT 
December 5, 2013

 
To: Morgan County Planning Commission 

Business Date – December 12, 2013 
 
From: Ronda Kippen 
 
Re: Final Plat Approval of the Surrey Lane Estates PRUD Subdivision 

Amendment# 2 
Application No.: 13.098 
Applicant: Matthew R. Johnson and Jennifer L. Johnson 
Location: 780 West Surrey Lane  
Current Zoning: RR-5 PRUD Zone  
Acreage: 3.225 acres (140,481 Sq. Ft.)  
Request: Final plat approval for the Surrey Lane Estates PRUD Subdivision Amendment 

#2, amending the location of the building envelope of Lot 7  
  
SUMMARY & BACKGROUND 
The applicant is seeking approval of an amendment to an existing subdivision. The proposal was 
reviewed for process steps and standards under the current subdivision code and cross checked with the 
PRUD ordinance that existed at the time.  The proposal is to amend the building envelope for Lot 7 in the 
Surrey Lane Estates PRUD Subdivision. The subdivision was designed under the PRUD ordinance that 
allowed for some flexibility within the adopted ordinances.  The original subdivision designated the 
building envelopes for each lot and restricted development in the open space areas of each lot.  The 
applicants would like to construct a garage outside of the building envelope.  By amending the building 
envelope, the applicants will be able to utilize their property in more pleasing manner while maintaining 
the previously approved open space acreage.   
 
Staff are having difficulty identifying that previous approvals follow the PRUD ordinances of the time but 
given that there do not appear to be negative health, safety and welfare implications of the request and 
that the request preserves overall previously approved acreage, the Planning Commission may favor 
approval of the request. Staff’s evaluation of the request is as follows.  
 
ANALYSIS 
 
General Plan and Zoning: 
Pursuant to the Future Land Use Map of the area the future land use designation is Ranch Residential 5.  
 

The Ranch Residential 5 designation provides for the same uses as Ranch Residential 10, but 
allows for residential density of up to one unit per 5 acres. 
The Ranch Residential 10 designation accommodates rural large lot development with generous 
distances to streets and between residential dwelling units and a viable semi-rural character 
setting.  Livestock privileges are a part of this character.  Areas in this category are generally 
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larger lots with accessory structures that may be used for livestock.  The residential density is a 
maximum of 1 unit per 10 acres (page 6 of the 2010 Morgan County General Plan). 

 
The current zoning designation on the property is RR-5 PRUD (Exhibit A). The entire 3.225 acre property 
is within the RR-5 zone.   
 
The Morgan County Code (MCC) 8-5A-1 identifies the purpose of the Rural Residential Districts as 
follows: 
 

1. The purposes of providing a rural residential district are: 
 a. To promote and preserve in appropriate areas conditions favorable to large lot family 
 life; 
 b. Maintaining a rural atmosphere;  
 c. The keeping of limited numbers of animals and fowl; and 
 d. Reduced requirements for public utilities, services and infrastructure. 
2. These districts are intended to be primarily residential in character and protected from 
encroachment by commercial and industrial uses.   
 

The PRUD intent and purpose is: 
 

 The PRUD is designed as a flexible design tool for the purpose of developing minor subdivisions 
 of 15 lots of less.  PRUD Subdivisions shall meet all of the same requirements and approval 
 processes as a standard subdivision except as provided within this Chapter (Land Use 
 Management Code 16-20-010).   

The proposal is in compliance with the General Plan, Zoning and PRUD purpose statements.  

The purpose statements in the General Plan, Zoning Ordinance and PRUD do not provide actual 
development regulations, but present the zoning context in which the proposed subdivision is located.  
The specific regulations found in the adopted County Code govern development of the subject property. 

Layout: 
The amendment to the existing subdivision modifies the buildable envelope on Lot 7 (Exhibit B). The 
proposal will not change the overall acreage of Lot 7 nor alter the buildable or open space acreage.  The 
setbacks differ from the existing RR-5 requirements as per MCC 8-5A-6 due to the PRUD ordinance that 
allowed for less restrictive setbacks.  The setbacks for the subdivision were approved and recorded on the 
original plat as front setback of 30’, side setback of 20’ and rear setback of 50’.  The unbuildable area has 
been identified on the proposed lot as amended open space.  There is a 30’ easement for irrigation and 
utility at the front of the lot as well as a 10’ utility easement running along the exterior eastern boundary 
line of the proposed lot.   
 
Roads and Access: 
Surrey Lane, a private road, will serve as access and frontage for Lot 7.  The PRUD allowed for frontage 
variations.  The previously approved frontage for Lot 7 is approximately 121.35’.  MCC 8-5A-5 requires 
250’ frontage in the RR-5 zone but the previous LUMC 16-20-050 allowed for 100’ frontage.  Further 
frontage, access and improvements have not been proposed.  Staff feels that the need for further frontage, 
access and improvement requirements are unnecessary due to the previous approvals.   
 
If the Planning Commission cannot make this finding, as provided in the staff recommended findings, 
then the applicant should be required to install the improvements required by current street standards. 
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Previous Platting: 
The property was originally subdivided as Surrey Lane Estates PRUD in 2007 under certain open space 
and conservation requirements and in 2008 the plat was modified in a manner that removed the 
conservation requirements (see Exhibit C).  Staff cannot verify which ordinance existed at the time to 
allow for such modifications however, we can confirm the 2008 modification does not comply with open 
space requirements of the PRUD ordinance adopted October 16, 2007 nor appears to follow the open 
space requirement of the PRUD ordinance adopted August 1, 2006 (copies of both ordinances are 
attached as Exhibit D).   
 
For reasons currently unknown to Staff both versions of the plats were approved and recorded with the 
existing provided open space.  Given those approvals, Staff recommends allowing this minor 
modification that will enable the property owner to use their property in a manner that suits their desires 
while still preserving the overall acreage of the original open space approvals.   
 
Grading and land disturbance: 
Minor grading of the lot can be expected, but none so much that it will trigger the excavation review 
thresholds. Any land owner choosing to re-grade the resulting lot may need additional review and 
engineering of the proposal at that time.  
 
County Engineer: 
The County Engineer has recommended approval based on no additional site grading alterations being 
proposed at this time (see Exhibit E). 
 
Surveyor: 
The County Surveyor has reviewed the proposal and is recommending approval with no additional 
comments and/or recommendations (see Exhibit F). 
 
Fire Chief: 
A letter from the Fire Chief was submitted on December 5, 2013 indicating that it meets all terms of the 
IFC and meets Wildland Urban Interface requirements (see Exhibit G). 
 
Sensitive Areas, Geology, and Geotechnical Considerations: 
A Geotechnical Report was part of the original subdivision process.  The County Engineer has not 
indicated that site geology or geotechnical issues are a concern at this point.  Based on the findings from 
the original Geotechnical Report, Mountain Engineering has placed a note on the original and amended 
plat stating basements could be constructed in this area based on previous test pits for soil percolation and 
will be verified by a Geotechnical Report.  The proposed Subdivision Amendment has made all notes, 
restrictions, easements on the original subdivision plat applicable to this plat except for those specific 
changes hereon.  The Geotechnical Report for the Surrey Lane Estates PRUD is on record in the Planning 
and Development office.    
 
Utilities: 
The applicant has provided adequate proof of culinary and irrigation water that meets the current 
subdivision code as required in MCC 8-12-46.  No further modifications for street lighting or other 
applicable utilities have been proposed at this time. 
 
Flood Plain: 
There is a flood plain that covers the far north easterly portion of the subdivision.  The flood plain does 
not affect the proposed buildable area of Lot 7 (see Exhibit H).   
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that if the Planning Commission can make the finding herein, that they forward a 
positive recommendation to the County Council for the final plat for Surrey Lane Estates PRUD 
Amendment #2, file# 13.098, subject to the following conditions:    
 

1. That an updated title report is submitted with the final Mylar.  
2. That staff can make a positive finding that all administrative plat corrections and other 

information have been provided to the satisfaction of respective reviewers, and that all conditions 
have been satisfied prior to plat recordation. 

3. That all outstanding fees for outside reviews are paid in full prior to recording the final Mylar. 
4. That all local, State and federal laws are upheld.  

 
This recommendation is based on the following findings: 
 

1. The nature of the subdivision is in conformance with the current and future land uses of the area. 
2. The proposal complies with the Morgan County 2010 General Plan. 
3. That sufficient proof of culinary & irrigation water flow has been provided to the Planning and 

Development Services Department.   
4. Those certain conditions herein are necessary to ensure compliance with adopted laws prior to 

subdivision plat recording.  
5. The additional infrastructure improvements are not necessary at this time to protect the public’s 

health, safety, and welfare. 
6. That the term “open space” on the original plat(s) may have been intended for agricultural 

production purposes, for which the proposal complies. 
7. That the proposal is not detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the public. 

 
MODEL MOTIONS   
 
Sample Motion for a Positive Recommendation – “I move we forward a positive recommendation to the 
County Council for the final plat for Surrey Lane Estates PRUD Amendment# 2, file# 13.098, subject to 
the conditions and based on the findings presented in the staff report dated December 5, 2013,  and as 
modified by the conditions below:” 

1. List any additional findings and/or conditions… 
 
Sample Motion for a Negative Recommendation – “I move we forward  a negative recommendation to 
the County Council for the final plat for Surrey Lane Estates PRUD Amendment# 2, file# 13.098, based 
on the following findings:” 

1. List all findings…

SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
Exhibit A: Zoning Map  
Exhibit B: Surrey Lane Estates PRUD, Amendment# 2Final Plat 
Exhibit C: Surrey Lane Estates PRUD, Original Plat & Amendment# 1 
Exhibit D: August 1, 2006 & October 16, 2007 PRUD Adopted Ordinances 
Exhibit E: Engineer Approval 
Exhibit F: Surveyor Approval 
Exhibit G: Fire Chief Approval 
Exhibit H: Flood Plain Map 
  



 

A‐20 Zone 

RR‐5 Zone 

RR‐1 Zone 

Exhibit A- Zoning Map



Exhibit B- Surrey Lane Estates PRUD 
Amend 2 Final Plat



Exhibit C- Surrey Lane Estates PRUD Original Plat



Exhibit C- Surrey Lane Estates PRUD Amended Plat



Exhibit D- Aug 1, 2006 & Oct 16, 2007 Adopted PRUD Ordinances



Exhibit D- Aug 1, 2006 & Oct 16, 2007 Adopted PRUD Ordinances



Exhibit D- Aug 1, 2006 & Oct 16, 2007 Adopted PRUD Ordinances



Exhibit D- Aug 1, 2006 & Oct 16, 2007 Adopted PRUD Ordinances



Exhibit D- Aug 1, 2006 & Oct 16, 2007 Adopted PRUD Ordinances



Exhibit D- Aug 1, 2006 & Oct 16, 2007 Adopted PRUD Ordinances



   
 
 
 
 
 
 

                          M e m o r a n d u m 
 

 
   
To:  Charles Ewert, Planning and Development Director 

Morgan County 
 

From:  Mark T. Miller, P.E. 
Wasatch Civil Consulting Engineer  

 
Date:    October 29, 2013 
 
Subject:  Amended Plat No. 2 – Surrey Lane Estates Subdivision 
 
 
We have reviewed the plat amendment for the subject project and recommend approval. Please 
call if you have any questions.  
 

Exhibit E-Engineer Approval



1

Ronda Kippen

From: Von Hill <vrhill@hillargyle.com>
Sent: Monday, November 25, 2013 7:48 AM
To: 'Ronda Kippen'
Subject: RE: Re-review on the Surrey Lane Estates Plat Amendment

Hi Ronda 
I have reviewed the most recent plat and it is fine. 
Von 
 
From: Ronda Kippen [mailto:rkippen@morgan-county.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 6:12 PM 
To: vrhill@hillargyle.com 
Subject: Re-review on the Surrey Lane Estates Plat Amendment 
 
Hi Von,  
 
Here is the most recent submittal on the Surrey Lane Estates Plat Amendment.  Let me know if 
everything looks ok or not.   
 
Have a great day,  

Ronda Kippen 
Morgan County 
Planning Technician 
Planning & Zoning Dept 
P# 801-845-4014 
F# 801-845-6087 
 
From: Jim Pitkin [mailto:jimp@dominioneng.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, November 19, 2013 8:15 AM 
To: Ronda Kippen 
Cc: Matt Johnson; Brenda Nelson 
Subject: Update to Matt Johnson's Am Plat 
 
Ronda, 
 
I’ve attached a “pdf” of the amended plat for Lot 7A of the Surrey Lane Estates subdivision reflecting the latest update 
for review comments. I’ve included the 18”x18” version as well. Review this information and let me know if there are 
any additional modifications necessary. I suspect as some point in time you’ll want all the topographic information 
(existing conditions & elevations) removed. Let me know when that needs to be done and I’ll make that update when 
requested. 
 
Sincerely, 
James D. Pitkin, PLS. 
 

 
 5684 South Green Street 
 Murray, Utah 84123 
 P (801) 713-3000 

Exhibit F- Surveyor Approval



Exhibit G-Fire Cheif Approval



 

Flood Plain 

Exhibit H- Flood Plain
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
Thursday, November 14, 2013 
Morgan County Council Room 

6:30 PM 
 
 

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the Morgan County Planning Commission will meet at 
the above time and date at the Morgan County Courthouse, Council Chambers, 48 West Young 
St, Morgan, Utah. The agenda is as follows: 
 
1. Call to order – prayer 
2. Approval of agenda 
3. Declaration of conflicts of interest 
4. Public Comment 
 
Administrative Items 

5. Discussion/Decision:  Sauer CUP: Requesting a Conditional Use Permit for excavation 
for a residential building pad located at 6502 N Highland Drive. 

6. Discussion/Decision:  Babcock/K2 Building Solutions CUP: Requesting a Conditional 
Use Permit for assembling construction material to be utilized off site located at 4070 
West 5800 North in the Cottonwood Industrial Park. 

7. Discussion/Decision:  Earl Acres Subdivision Concept Plan: Conceptual review of a 2 
lot subdivision located in the RR-1/A-20 zones on property located at approximately 
2880 Morgan Valley Drive. The applicant is also seeking an exception from 
improvement requirements.  

 
 
8. Staff Report 
9. Approval of minutes from October 24, 2013 
10. Adjourn 
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Members present 
Shane Stephens 
David Sawyer 
Debbie Sessions 
Roland Haslam 
Darrell Erickson 
Michael Newton 
 
 

Others present 
Barclay and Denise Earl 
Brian and Annette Doyle 
Simone Rousseau 
Aaron Venz 
Jamie and Brett Earl 
John A. Triplett 
Kipp Adam 
Tanner and Kylie Earl

 
 
 
 

 
Meeting Minutes 

 
1.Call to order—prayer.  Chairman Haslam welcomed everyone to the meeting and he offered prayer. 
 
2. Approval of agenda.   
 
Member Sessions moved to approve the agenda.  Second by Member Newton.  The vote was 
unanimous. The motion carried. 
 
3. Declaration of conflicts of interest. 
 
There were none. 
 
4.  Public comment. 
 
Member Stephens moved to go into public comment.  Second by Member Newton.  The vote was 
unanimous.  The motion carried. 
 
John Triplett, a resident of Highland Drive, had comments on the proposed CUP.   He is 
concerned about evacuation plans for the future residence and also expressed concern about the 
safety surrounding the hillside from all of the excavating that will have to take place.  He is 
worried the hillside will come down. 
 
Member Sessions stated for everyone in attendance that the Planning Commission packets with 
maps, plans and engineering information are available online on the county website for public 
viewing. 
 
Member Newton moved to go out of public comment.  Second by Member Sessions.  The vote was 
unanimous.  The motion carried. 
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Administrative Items 
 
5.  Discussion/Decision:  Sauer CUP: Requesting a Conditional Use Permit for excavation for a 
residential building pad located at 6502 N Highland Drive. 
 
Ronda excused Mark Miller, county engineer, and also the applicant for this project.   
We were all interrupted by Chairman Haslam’s cell phone.  Meanwhile, all other Planning Commission 
members turned off their phones.   
 
Ronda invited all Planning Commission members to go and personally view the property in question, 
stating that the slope is very steep.  Member Sessions and Member Sawyer expressed interest in 
postponing the application until the applicant can be present for the public meeting. 
 
Member Sessions moved to postpone item #5:  Sauer CUP application until the next meeting, 
December 12, 2013, so the applicant and county engineer may be present.  Second by Member 
Stephens.  The vote was unanimous.  The motion carried. 
 
 
6.  Discussion/Decision:  Babcock/K2 Building Solutions CUP: Requesting a Conditional Use 
Permit for assembling construction material to be utilized off site located at 4070 West 5800 
North in the Cottonwood Industrial Park. 
 
Member Sawyer asked if the work will only be done inside.  Ronda affirmed that the proposal is 
for the assembly to be done inside and the CUP would stay with the land. There were some 
decibel comparisons done with a previous property and it may be suggested to add the noise 
level as a condition of approval.  This would be a good idea for future applicants. 
Member Sawyer alluded that there may be some environmental concerns with the business and 
that there may be other building activity going on. 
Member Sawyer and Member Sessions suggested postponing this administrative item to another 
time when the applicant can be present.  There are three business owners involved and none were 
present at this meeting. 
Member Sawyer preferred to have Mr. Dorius present to discuss some concerns and questions 
about the application.  He commented that about two months ago there was some sandblasting 
done to a large metal object that was sending stuff in the air.  He stated they were doing the work 
outside, even though the proposal is for the last compartment.  Chair Haslam clarified it is called 
Cold Sweep, with the use of dry ice.  
Member Newton wondered about condition #4 which limits the hours of operation. Ronda said 
the applicant volunteered the hours. 
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Member Stephens moved to postpone the item until the December 12, 2013 Planning 
Commission meeting.  Second by Member Sawyer.  The vote was unanimous.  The motion 
carried. 
 
 
7.  Discussion/Decision:  Earl Acres Subdivision Concept Plan: Conceptual review of a 2 lot 
subdivision located in the RR-1/A-20 zones on property located at approximately 2880 Morgan 
Valley Drive.  The applicant is also seeking an exception from improvement requirements. 
 
Denise Earl:  Wants to get a building lot for her son and his wife for 6 acres.  One acre would be 
for their home with the remaining 5 acres in greenbelt.  She wondered about the necessity and 
expense of geologic testing, since the surrounding lots within 30 feet have all cleared for 
building on the soil. 
 
Chairman Haslam explained that an exception from the improvement requirements is why this is 
being presented here before the Planning Commission. Otherwise it goes straight to County 
Council.  Chair Haslam explained that this is concept approval and one acre is required for RR-1 
and the lot lines will have to be adjusted to accommodate that.  Chair Haslam explained the 
process of coming before the Planning Commission and then moving forward to the County 
Council. 
 
Chair Haslam expressed concern about the slope percentage.  Wants the surveyor to state what 
the percentage is, where a slope analysis is conducted before progressing on to preliminary.  
Chair Haslam said that it would be anything over 15%, as indicated in the conditions for 
approval in the staff report.  Member Sessions commented that the surveyor needs to identify the 
slope.  Member Newton said the code indicates the entire lot needs to be identified.  Member 
Erickson stated that there are geologic maps for use so a surveyor does not necessarily have to be 
used; as long as that requirement is satisfied to adequately show the slope.  Member Sessions 
reminded Mrs. Earl that a private lane needs to be engineered.  The Planning Commission 
referred her to Charlie to identify and complete other necessary steps for preliminary. 
 
Ronda pulled up the geologic map to show the building envelope.  Chair Haslam pointed out 
how long their building envelope is and the Planning Commission needs to know the slope 
percentage.  Chair Haslam asked that they define the slopes where the house will be sitting and 
get an accurate map of the building envelope before proceeding.  Ronda indicated where the 
zone changes from the A-20 zone to an RR-1 zone and informed them that the sloping setbacks 
are more robust in the A-20 zone. 
Member Sessions referred to the county code for a private lane, 8-12-44P, for specifications.   
Chair Haslam asked if the Earl’s understand the recommendations and conditions associated with 
the application. 
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Chairman Haslam asked for any questions for Earls or staff.  Member Sessions doesn’t want to 
continue to grant exceptions from improvements; but rather, change the ordinance. 
 
Member Sessions moved to forward a positive recommendation for the Earl Acres Subdivision 
Concept Plan, application 13.131, as listed in the November 14, 2013 staff report, and as modified 
by the additional recommendations below: 
 
1. That all outsourced consultant fees are paid current prior to final plat recordation. 
2. That the plat is revised prior to preliminary plat submittal to provide the minimum acreage 
requirements for both lots. 
3. That a slope analysis is provided for the subdivision clearly identifying areas over 15% and 25% 
slope with preliminary plat submittal. 
4. That a geologic hazards scoping meeting is held prior to preliminary plat submittal in compliance 
with MCC §8-5I, and that all reports, studies, and certifications related to geologic hazards 
studies are provided with the preliminary plat submittal. The preliminary plat shall be designed in 
a manner that addresses the recommendations of the geologist and geotechnical engineer. 
5. That an improvements plan for the proposed private lane is provided with sufficient engineering 
detail with the preliminary plat submittal. 
6. That an improvements exception for the project is conditioned on the current width of Morgan 
Valley Drive being 22 feet wide with adequate shoulders, as verified by the project surveyor or 
engineer; or that improvement of the existing street is provided to a minimum width of 22 feet 
with adequate shoulders. Construction drawings, if necessary, illustrating the improvements shall 
be provided with the preliminary plat submittal, and final plat approval shall be conditioned on 
the execution of a cash bond and agreement or completion agreement for said improvements. 
7. That proof of culinary shares/rights (800 gallons per day) and irrigation shares/rights (3 gallons 
per minute) are provided for each lot at preliminary plat application. 
8. That addresses for both lots are added to the design prior to preliminary plat submittal, with a 
note that specifies that depending on residential building locations, the address of Lot 1 may need 
to be changed prior to building permit issuance. 
9. That the culinary water proposal is approved by the Weber-Morgan Health Department prior to 
preliminary plat submittal. 
10. That a sewer disposal mechanism is approved by the Weber-Morgan Health Department prior to 
preliminary plat submittal. 
11. That all red/bluelines on the plat herein are corrected with preliminary plat submittal. 
12. That all other local, state, and federal laws are adhered to. 
 
This recommendation is based on the following findings: 
1. The nature of the subdivision is in conformance with the current and future land uses of the area. 
2. The proposal complies with the Morgan County 2010 General Plan. 
3. With the recommended conditions the proposal can be revised to comply with current zoning 
requirements and subdivision requirements. 
4. That additional work is necessary to make the proposal comply with preliminary plat 
requirements. 
5. That with the listed conditions the proposal is found to comply with the findings required for an 
improvements exception; namely, that requiring the full street infrastructure improvements: 
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a. Is not roughly proportional, in nature or extent, to the impact of the development on 
the community; 
b. Is not beneficial to the county; or may be detrimental to the neighboring property 
abutting the development; 
c. Is not necessary at this time to protect the public's health, safety, and welfare. 
6. That approval of the concept plan and the improvements exception renders the project “routine 
and uncontested” and as such qualifies for approval by the Zoning Administrator in compliance 
with adopted laws. 
7. That the proposal is not detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the public. 
 
Second by Member Erickson.  The vote was unanimous.  The motion carried. 
 
 
8.  Staff Report 
 
The Planning Commission Christmas party is set for December 12, 2013 at the next Planning 
Commission meeting.  Taggarts will be catering.  Starting time for the party was proposed to begin at 
6:00 pm with the Planning Commission meeting to follow.  Member Sawyer will not be present and will 
be participating via phone for the meeting.  Ronda gave an update on the Snowbasin project.  Member 
Sawyer asked for an update on Mountain Green Village. 
Ronda gave an update on Rollins Ranch phases 4a, 4b, 5, 6--they will go back for reconsideration 
regarding bonding. 
 
 
9.  Approval of minutes from October 24, 2013. 
 
Member Sessions moved to approve the minutes.  Second by Member Newton.  The vote was 
unanimous.  The motion carried.   Member Stephens abstained. 
 
 
10.Adjourn 
 
Member Stephens moved to adjourn.  Second by member Erickson.  The vote was unanimous.  The 
motion carried. 
 
 
 

 
 
Approved: __________________________________ Date: _______________________ 
                    Chairman 
 
ATTEST: ___________________________________ Date: _______________________ 
                  Mickaela Moser, Transcriptionist 

            Planning and Development Services 



Morgan County, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, provides accommodations and auxiliary communicative aids and services for all those citizens in need of assistance. 
Persons requesting these accommodations should call Keryl Squires at 801-845-4015, giving at least 24 hours notice prior to the meeting.  A packet containing supporting materials is available 
for public review prior to the meeting at the Planning and Development Services Dept. and will also be provided at the meeting.  Note: Effort will be made to follow the agenda as outlined, but 
agenda items may be discussed out of order as circumstances may require.  If you are interested in a particular agenda item, attendance is suggested from the beginning of meeting.      

 

 
 

 
 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA  

Thursday, December 12, 2013 

Morgan County Council Room 

6:30 PM* 
 

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the Morgan County Planning Commission will meet at 

the above time and date at the Morgan County Courthouse, Council Chambers, 48 West Young 

St, Morgan, Utah. The agenda is as follows: 

1. Call to order – prayer 

2. Approval of agenda 

3. Declaration of conflicts of interest 

4. Public Comment 

Administrative Items 

5. Discussion/Decision:  Sauer CUP: Requesting a Conditional Use Permit for excavation 

for a residential building pad located at 6502 N Highland Drive. 

6. Discussion/Decision:  Babcock/K2 Building Solutions CUP: Requesting a Conditional 

Use Permit for assembling construction material to be utilized off site located at 4070 

West 5800 North in the Cottonwood Industrial Park. 

7. Discussion/Decision:  Coventry Cove P.U.D. Subdivision Amendment# 2: A request by 

Coventry Cove Properties, LLC/Rex Wilkinson to amend Lot 10 by adding additional 

acreage to the lot and subdivision footprint located at 5521 N Coventry Circle Morgan, 

UT.  
8. Discussion/Decision:  Johnson/Surrey Lane Estates P.R.U.D. Subdivision Amendment 

#2: A request by Matt & Jennifer Johnson to amend the location of the building 

envelope on Lot 7 of the Surrey Lane Estates PRUD located at 780 West Surrey Lane 

Morgan, UT 

9. Discussion/Decision:  Wilkinson Acres Subdivision Concept Plan: Conceptual review 

of a 3 lot subdivision located in the RR-1/A-20 zones on property located at 

approximately 2000 S. Morgan Valley Drive. The applicant is also seeking an 

exception from improvement requirements.  

10. Discussion/Decision:  General Plan & Ordinance Annual Update 

11. Discussion/Decision:  2014 Planning Commission Calendar Approval 

 

12. Staff Report 

13. Approval of minutes from November 14, 2013 

14. Adjourn 

*The Planning Commission will be meeting for their annual Planning Commission 

Dinner prior to the formal start of the meeting.  The dinner will start at 6:00 PM. 
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