
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 Gina Grandpre 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, June 23, 2016 

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. Pledge of Allegiance  

 
3. Approval of agenda 

 
4. Declaration of conflicts of interest 

 
5. Public Comment 

 

Legislative: 

 
6. Discussion/Public Hearing/Decision: York Re-Zone Request: A request to re-zone 

approximately 4.373 acres of property located at approximately 2329 W Spring Hollow Rd 

from the MU-160 to RR-1 zoning. 

 
7. Discussion/Public Hearing/Decision: Whitear Re-Zone Request: A request to re-zone 

approximately 6.37 acres of property located at approximately 4195 N Morgan Valley Dr. 

from the A-20 to RR-5 zoning. 
 

Administrative: 

 

8.  Discussion/Decision: Giles Plat Amendment #1 – A proposed amendment to the 

previously adopted Giles subdivision, removing approximately .051 acres from lot 1 

at approximately 296 N Morgan Valley Drive. 

 
9. Planning Commission Business/Questions for Staff  

 
10. Approval of minutes from June 9, 2016 

 
11. Adjourn 
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Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
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Exhibit B: Future Land Use Map 
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Exhibit C: Existing Zoning Map 
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Exhibit D: Flood Plain Map 
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Exhibit E: Section Plat Map (T4N R2E Section 4 – Partial) 
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Exhibit F: Conditional Use Permit – Home Addition (2012) 

 

(Attached Separately) 

 

 



























 

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

 

 

June 17, 2012 
 
William and Jill York  
2329 W. Spring Hollow Road 
Morgan, UT 84050 
RE: Conditional Use Permit to Construct an Addition to a Nonconforming Use (Application 
12.052) 
 
Dear Mr. and Mrs. York, 
 
On June 14, 2012, the Morgan County Planning Commission approved your request for a 
conditional use permit to construct an addition to your home which is a nonconforming use in the 
MU160 Zone with the condition that the old home be vacated as a residence before a certificate 
of occupancy is issued.  The approval was made with the following findings:  
 
Findings: 
 

1. A small home was built on the property in 1960 establishing a legal lot of 4.37 acres.  The 

existing home was built in 1995. 

 

2. The house and property were rezoned to Multiple Use (MU-160) in 1977.  The 4.37 acre lot 

is below the minimum lot size required in the MU-160 Zone and the lot house became are 

legal nonconforming uses. 

 

3. As an existing nonconforming use, the house is in compliance with the general plan. 

 

4. The house with the addition meets or exceeds minimum lot coverage and setback 

requirements for the MU-160 Zone. 

 

5. Section 8-7-5 (C.2) of the Morgan County Code allows for the addition or enlargement of a 

nonconforming use with the granting of a conditional use permit by the planning commission 

after a public hearing. 

 

6. A public hearing was properly noticed on June 4,  2012 and held June 14, 2012 by the 

Morgan County Planning Commission. 

 
The next step in the process is to make application for your building permit and have that issued 
and work may then commence.  This letter is intended as a courtesy to document the status of 
your project.  The official minutes from the County Planning Commission meeting will be 
available in the Morgan County Planning and Development Services Office in a couple of 
weeks. If you have further questions, please contact me at bgehring@morgan-county.net or 801-
845-6091. 
 
Respectfully, 

 

 
Blaine Gehring, AICP 
Planning and Development Services Director 
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Planning Commission 

Staff Report 
 

Planning and Development Services 

 

Whitear Zoning Map Amendment 

Public Hearing 

June 23, 2016 
 

Application No.:   16.018 
Applicant:   Ronnie B and Christine Whitear 
Owners:  Same 
Project Location:  Approximately 3900 W 4050 N (Peterson Area) 
Current Zoning:   A-20 
General Plan Designation: Village Low Density 
Acreage:   Approximately 6.637 acres 
Request:  Amend the Zoning Map, changing the designation from A-20 to 

RR-5 
Date of Application:   May 23, 2016 
Date of Previous Hearing: N/A 
 

Staff Recommendation 
 
County Staff recommends approval of the requested zoning map amendment based on the 
following findings and with the conditions listed below: 
 
Findings: 
 

1. That the proposed amendment is in harmony with future land use planning efforts. 
2. That the proposed amendment will be in harmony with existing land uses in the area. 
3. That the anticipated development will not adversely impact the adjacent properties. 

 

Background 
 
This application is for an amendment to the Morgan County zoning map. The property is located 
in the Peterson area, generally located west of 3800 W and where Morgan Valley Drive turns 
east towards I-84 (See Exhibit A). The entire property contains approximately 6.637 acres and 
is currently zoned A-20. (See Exhibit C). The proposed zone change would not allow for further 
subdivision of the land; rather, it is the desire of the property owner to bring the parcel into 
compliance with applicable zoning requirements in order to have a legal, buildable lot. 

 
Analysis 
 
General Plan and Zoning:  
 
The General Plan and Future Land Use Map anticipate the development of property in this area. 
The current General Plan designation, Village Low Density, demonstrates the desire of the 
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County to allow for some moderate development, while also protecting property from rapid and 
dense development, and ensuring that the relatively undeveloped areas of the County remain 
pristine. The current designation specifically notes that: 
 

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 (formerly area plan boundaries) or master planned 
communities. The residential density is a maximum of 2 units per acre. 
 

As can be seen in Exhibits A-C, and as noted above, there is already some compatible 
development/zoning that has been approved for the area. Further, the proposed zoning is 
significantly less than the 2 units per acre anticipated by the General Plan. At one dwelling unit 
per five acres, RR-5 zoning is a good fit between the existing rural character and a more dense 
designation that is anticipated by the General Plan. 
 
The 2010 Morgan County General Plan identifies the following as four of the six visions for the 
County that may be applicable to the proposal (see pages 4 & 5 of the 2010 Morgan County 
General Plan): 
 

1. Morgan County attracts families with its quality of life, rural atmosphere, secure 
environment, and natural beauty. Residents have a wide range of employment, housing, 
and lifestyle choices. The County benefits from a balanced economy, livable wages, 
economic prosperity, and first-rate community services. 
 
2. Morgan County respects property rights and recognizes personal responsibility to the 
land and communities.   
 
… 
 
5. Morgan County public policies support the viability of working and hobby farms, 
protection of agricultural lands, and the conservation of natural resources and rural 
character.   
 
6. Morgan County accommodates growth responsibly by integrating new development in 
a way that is respectful of the environment, supports County values, considers long-
term sustainability, and uses available infrastructure. To help achieve this goal, the 
County strongly recommends that growth occur within or adjacent to corporate limits 
and villages, or be located within master-planned communities.  

 
The proposed zone change appears to coincide with the stated vision for Morgan County. 
 
In changing the zoning district for the applicant’s property, the County is reflecting the policies 
and desires of the General Plan and in accordance with the County Ordinance (See Chapter 8-5 
Article B). The purpose of the RR-5 zoning district is 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 
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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. 

 
It is anticipated that the proposed zoning map amendment will meet these purposes and 
generally be in harmony with the desires of the residents as well as the property owners. The 
impact on adjacent properties will be negligible as this lot will remain undivided and will allow 
for only one additional structure on an existing parcel.  
 
Ordinance Evaluation: 
 
Morgan County ordinance anticipates amendments to the zoning map. Section 8-3-3: 
Amendments to Title and Zoning Map indicates that: 
 

The county council may amend this title, including the zoning map, but only in 
accordance with the following procedure: 

A. The county council may instruct staff to study and make recommendations 
for amendments to this title or the zoning map in response to changes in 
policy or conditions generally within the county. Staff shall forward a 
recommended amendment to the planning commission for their 
consideration. The planning commission shall review and make 
recommendation to the county council regarding the proposed amendment 
pursuant to subsection 8-3-4D of this chapter. 

B. The planning commission may instruct staff to study and make 
recommendations for amendments to this title in response to changes in 
policy or conditions generally within the county. Staff shall forward a 
recommended amendment to the planning commission for their 
consideration. The planning commission shall review and make 
recommendation to the county council regarding the proposed amendment 
pursuant to subsection 8-3-4D of this chapter. 

C. Any property owner may initiate an amendment to this title or the zoning 
map, as long as they are affected by the proposed amendment, by 
submitting a complete application to the planning and development services 
department in accordance with subsection 8-3-4A of this chapter. 

 
Section 8-3-4: Procedures for Amendments and Rezonings states: 

 
D. Planning Commission Review and Recommendation: Upon receiving a 

recommendation from staff regarding an amendment to this title or the 
zoning map, and after holding the required public hearing, the planning 
commission shall review the amendment and prepare its recommendation. 
The planning commission may recommend approval, approval with 
modifications, or denial of the proposed amendment and shall submit its 
recommendation to the county council for review and decision. The planning 
commission shall recommend adoption of a proposed amendment only when 
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the following findings are made: 
1. The proposed amendment is in accordance with the county's general 

plan, goals, and policies of the county. 
2. Changed or changing conditions make the proposed amendment 

reasonably necessary to carry out the purposes stated in this title. 
 

E. County Council Review: The county council shall schedule and hold a public 
hearing on the application as provided in section 8-3-12 of this chapter. 
Following the public hearing the county council may approve, approve with 
modifications, or deny the proposed amendment. Prior to making a decision 
that goes contrary to the planning commission's recommendation, the county 
council may, but is not obligated to, remand the amendment to the planning 
commission with a request for another recommendation with additional or 
specific considerations. The planning commission shall review such request 
as specified in subsection D of this section. 

 
F. Approval Standards: A decision to amend the text of this title or the zoning 

map is a matter committed to the legislative discretion of the county council 
and is not controlled by any one standard. However, in making an 
amendment, the county council should consider the following factors: 
1. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with goals, objectives 

and policies of the county's general plan; 
2. Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall 

character of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property; 
3. The extent to which the proposed amendment may adversely affect 

adjacent property; and 
4. The adequacy of facilities and services intended to serve the subject 

property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation 
facilities, police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage 
systems, water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection. 

 
This meeting is in fulfillment of subsection (D) above. In response to Section 8-3-4(F) above, 
due to the size of the proposed zone change (i.e., 4.373 acres divided into 1-acre minimum 
parcel sizes, allowing for 4 parcels), the impact on the facilities and services should be minimal. 
 

Model Motion   
 
Sample Motion for a Positive Recommendation – “I move we forward a positive 
recommendation to the County Council for the Whitear Zoning Map Amendment, application 
number 16.018, changing the zoning district from A-20 to RR-5, based on the findings listed in 
the staff report dated June 23, 2016.” 
 
Sample Motion for a Negative Recommendation – “I move we forward a negative 
recommendation to the County Council for the Whitear Zoning Map Amendment, application 
number 16.018, changing the zoning district from A-20 to RR-5, due to the following findings:” 
 

1. List any additional findings… 
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Supporting Information 
 
Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
Exhibit B: Future Land Use Map 
Exhibit C: Existing Zoning Map  
Exhibit D: Flood Plain Map 
Exhibit E: Section Plat Map  
 

 

Staff Contact 

 
Bill Cobabe, AICP 
801-845-4059 
bcobabe@morgan-county.net 
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Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
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Exhibit B: Future Land Use Map 
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Exhibit C: Existing Zoning Map 
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Exhibit D: Flood Plain Map 
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Exhibit E: Section Plat Map (NW ¼ T4N R2E Section 6 – Partial) 
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Planning Commission 

Staff Report 
 

Planning and Development Services 

 

Giles Plat Amendment  

Public Meeting 

June 23, 2016 
 

Application No.:   16.020 
Applicant:   David Giles 
Owner:   Same 
Project Location:   296 N Morgan Valley Drive (Milton Area) 
Current Zoning:   A-20 (PRUD) 
General Plan Designation: Rural Residential  
Acreage:  approximately 1.17 acres 
Request:  Amend a subdivision of record to reduce the lot size, adding 

additional property to land outside of the subdivision 
Date of Application:   June 7, 2016 
Date of Previous Meeting: N/A 
 

Staff Recommendation  
 
County Staff recommends approval of the requested amended plat based on the following 
findings and with the conditions listed below:  
  
Findings:  
  

1. That the proposed amendment is in keeping with the goals set forth in the Future Land 
Use Map of the General Plan.  

2. That the proposed amendment meets the requirements of the Morgan County Code for 
subdivision plat amendments.  

3. That the proposed amendment will have a negligible impact on surrounding properties.  
  
Conditions:  

 
1. That the owners record an easement in favor of the existing David Giles subdivision lot 

regarding the septic discharge and drainage field that exists on the property. 
2. That the owners provide an updated title report prior to recordation.  
3. That all fees and taxes are paid, including any fees associated with outsourced 

consultants.  
4. That any minor changes to the plat be handled by County Staff prior to recordation. 

 
Background  
  
This application is to amend the approved David Giles Subdivision Plat, originally approved in 
1998. The proposed subdivision amendment would reduce the size of the lot by 0.052 acres 
(approximately 2265 square feet) to 1.118 acres, which is still more than the required amount 
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for the RR-1 zoning district. The land thus removed will be added to the “Jeanice T. Randall” 
(now under Pike ownership) property to the north and west of the subdivision. 

 
Analysis 
 
General Plan and Zoning. Pursuant to the Future Land Use Map (see Exhibit B), the property 
has a Rural Residential designation. According to the General Plan, the Rural Residential 
designation “accommodates semi-rural large lot development, with generous distances to 

streets and between residential dwelling units in a viable semi‐rural character setting.” This lot, 
at just over 1 acre, matches the desired character of the General Plan.   
  
The zoning of the parcel is RR-1 (see Exhibit C). As noted above, the size of the lot 
(approximately 1.118 acres) seems appropriate for the zoning that exists in the area and on this 
lot.   
  
Ordinance Evaluation: 
 
Property Layout.  The lot is located in the Milton Area of unincorporated Morgan County, 
generally north and east of Morgan Valley Drive at 296 N Morgan Valley Dr. The setbacks are 
noted on the plat and are typical to the zone.  
 
Roads and Access.  The lot fronts onto Morgan Valley Drive, where access is gained to the 
property. 
  
Grading and Land Disturbance. The parcel appears to lie outside of the flood plain. Since the 
parcel has already been built on, there is little if any future grading expected on the site. 
 
Utilities. Water service in the area is provided by private wells. Waste water will be handled in 
the existing septic systems. 
 
Geologic Hazards. The subdivision was completed prior to the County Geologic Hazards 
Ordinance. The property appears to lie outside of any geologic hazards area. 
 
Model Motion   

 
Sample Motion for Approval – “I move we recommend approval by the County Council the 
David Giles Plat Amendment, application #16.020, located at approximately 296 N. Morgan 
Valley Drive, amending the plat and reducing the size of the lot and creating a remnant parcel 
to be added to the Pike property to the north and west, based on the findings and with the 
conditions listed in the staff report dated June 23, 2016.” 
 
Sample Motion for Approval with additional conditions – “I move we recommend approval by 
the County Council the David Giles Plat Amendment, application #16.020, located at 
approximately 296 N. Morgan Valley Drive, amending the plat and reducing the size of the lot 
and creating a remnant parcel to be added to the Pike property to the north and west, based on 
the findings and with the conditions listed in the staff report dated June 23, 2016, with the 
following additional conditions:” 
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1. List any additional findings and conditions… 
 
Sample Motion for denial – “I move we recommend denial by the County Council the David 
Giles Plat Amendment, application #16.020, located at approximately 296 N. Morgan Valley 
Drive, amending the plat and reducing the size of the lot and creating a remnant parcel to be 
added to the Pike property to the north and west, due to the following findings: 
 

1. List any additional findings… 

 

Supporting Information 
 
Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
Exhibit B: Future Land Use Map 
Exhibit C: Current Zoning Map  
Exhibit D: Existing David Giles Subdivision Plat 
Exhibit E: Proposed Amended Plat/Property Description 
 

Staff Contact 
Bill Cobabe, AICP 
801-845-4059 
bcobabe@morgan-county.net 
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Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
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Exhibit B: Future Land Use Map 
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Exhibit C: Current Zoning Map 
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Exhibit D: Existing David Giles Subdivision Plat 
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Exhibit F: Proposed Amended Plat 
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA  

Thursday, June 9, 2016 

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. Pledge of Allegiance  

 

3. Approval of agenda 

 

4. Declaration of conflicts of interest 

 

5. Public Comment 

 

Work Session: 

 

6. Discussion on the Commercial Use Tables, Conditional Use Standards Amendment, Commercial Zoning 

Maps. 
 

 

Administrative: 

 

7. Planning Commission Business/Questions for Staff  

 

8. Approval of minutes from May 26, 2016 

 

9. Adjourn 
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Members Present  Staff Present   Public Present 

Shane Stephens  Gina Grandpre   Tina Cannon 

Gary Ross   Mickaela Moser  Darlene Musselman 

Debbie Sessions      

Roland Haslam       

Larry Nance       

Steve Wilson       

 

 
1. Call to order – prayer.  Chair Haslam opened the meeting and Member Wilson offered prayer.  

 
2. Pledge of Allegiance  

 
3. Approval of agenda – Chair added Member Nance’s and Member Ross’s updates on their 

respective area meetings before agenda item #6.  He set a time of 8 pm to adjourn.   

 

Member Sessions moved to approve the amended agenda with these changes.  Second by 

Member Nance.  The vote was unanimous.  The motion carried.  

 
4. Declaration of conflicts of interest 

There was none. 

 
5. Public Comment 

There was none. 

 

Member Ross moved to go out of public comment.  Second by Member Ross.   The vote was 

unanimous.  The motion carried. 

 

 

Member Nance:  He reported positive feedback from the meeting held about the Enterprise area zoning 

sub-committee.  He invited representatives from Geneva Steel to the area meeting.  He said the 

Enterprise residents don’t understand why there are industrial uses in the agricultural zones and they’re 

not supportive of keeping that.  Many Enterprise residents are very upset about the Geneva plant, their 

hours of operation, production, etc.  He also reported that there were several people in attendance to that 

meeting who were supportive of several changes while others were opposed to change.  Some 

suggestions of businesses that residents wanted to attract to Enterprise were a convenience store or a 

general store-type of business.  The location of a prospective store was not discussed.  Member Nance 

said they discussed putting this idea on the future land use map, possibly on Kim Greene’s Family Trust 

land.  Many of the changes discussed have consequences from zone changes that surrounding residents 

won’t anticipate.  Member Sessions cautioned that they can’t pick and choose what goes in the 

commercial areas, and if it is zoned Commercial Buffer, there are many different options other than 

those presented that could be a possibility.  Member Nance discussed the commercial use table during 

that meeting.  There were also discussions about property values and possible up-zoning.  They plan to 

meet again on June 22nd at 7:45 pm.   
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Member Ross:  The Mountain Green area zoning sub-committee’s second meeting is scheduled for June 

14th at 6:00 pm.  Their agenda is set to discuss the commercial zone. 

 

 

Work Session: 

 
6. Discussion on the Commercial Use Tables, Conditional Use Standards Amendment, Commercial 

Zoning Maps. 
 

Chair began discussion at the maps.  He removed the Mountain Green and Enterprise maps for 

tonight’s discussion, as their respective areas are meeting in sub-committees and will be talked 

about in detail at another meeting.   

 

Round Valley Map (Taggart’s and Holcim):   Member Nance referred to the General Commercial 

area at Taggart’s and wondered if the descriptions of the zones fit in that area.  Member Nance has 

trouble with the difference between commercial uses and residential uses in the same zone, and 

the loss of a buffer between the two.  Member Sessions suggested using Neighborhood 

Commercial as a buffer.  Tina Cannon wondered what the plan was in Planning and Zoning to 

protect areas during times of growth.  Member Ross believes that for Taggart’s, with the 

topography, General Commercial is appropriate, but that may not be the case County-wide.  

Member Nance asked if General Commercial is the best for the Taggart area, suggesting possibly 

changing it to Neighborhood Commercial.  Chair Haslam stated that Neighborhood Commercial is 

more limiting than General Commercial and could limit additional businesses in that area.  

Member Sessions stated her support of the current definition of the General Commercial.  The 

other planning commissioners are supportive of the Round Valley/Croydon Commercial Use map 

remaining as it is.  After the public hearing in July, they feel comfortable forwarding that map to 

the County Council. 

 

Chair Haslam suggested putting up yellow signs in each area in discussion to notice for the public 

hearing.  Gina will also notice with letters in the mail. 

 

East Canyon Map:  There were no suggestions. 

 

Petersen/Enterprise Map:  Member Sessions referenced Rex Jensen’s Machine Shop in Petersen, 

saying his business is not allowed in the Business Park zoning, which was what they were 

considering.  It is currently in the Commercial Buffer zone.  She doesn’t think Light 

Manufacturing is a good fit for Petersen.  They don’t want to limit the current business or cause 

problems for Rex’s business.  Member Sessions referred to the NAICS table for all allowed uses 

for 332, which include many, many uses.   

 

Chair referred back to the meeting with Brent Bateman and two of the County Council members, 

saying the Planning Commission will send maps to the County Council when they have been 

reviewed and are ready.  Member Ross said that there is no way to move forward with the table 

and current zones for many of the areas within the County.  As four of the County Council 

members do not want to rescind the NAICS table, in what direction does the Planning 
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Commission proceed?  It is the Planning Commissioners feeling that the County Council members 

don’t understand the repercussions of the NAICS table.   

 

Tina Cannon said that she understands Mountain Green wants to open up for businesses, however 

the NAICS table is way too open.  She doesn’t believe that the County Council members 

understand how wide open the allowed uses are and the potential problems that will occur for 

existing businesses and residents by having a door wide open for so many businesses.  It is 

difficult to respond to residents about why some of the controversial businesses are allowed to 

come in.  It was the general understanding that by adopting the federally recognized NAICS table 

in the first place, it would entice businesses to Morgan County and easily classify them. 

 

June 21st is the next County Council meeting in which Planning Commission members will attend 

to voice concern over the NAICS table and the problems it poses.  They wish to communicate the 

problems and vastness of the table to the County Council.  Member Sessions will use Rex Jensen 

as a prime example (and one of many potential examples) of a serious problem they face 

concerning commercial zoning.  Enticing businesses to the County is a high priority to the County 

Council, however Member Ross believes this huge system just doesn’t fit in Morgan County.  

There was some discussion on the growth of Mountain Green and their initial push to incorporate, 

but now they are trying to revert back to a residential area.  Many local residents want to be 

selective in attracting a certain style of business to come, but not allow the big businesses.  

Member Ross suggested putting together some commercial use table that would be acceptable for 

current and future businesses. 

 

 

Member Ross moved to postpone indefinitely any further discussion on the new Commercial 

Use Maps until the Planning Commission can meet with the County Council to present to 

them our concerns and objections with the current use table and clarify the Council’s goals 

and objectives.  The Planning Commission’s recommendation is to rescind the Commercial 

Use Table that was adopted on February 2, 1016, revert to the table that existed prior to 

February 2, 2016, stay with the current Commercial Use Maps and forward them our 

updated standards.  

 

Second by Member Stephens.   

 

The vote was unanimous, including Chair Haslam’s vote in the affirmative.  The motion 

passed. 

 

 

*The time to adjourn has been changed to 8:30 pm.* 

 

Standards: 

Section 8-8-4  

A.3.  Member Sessions would like to add wording “a buffer may be required to provide 

physical and visual separation between incompatible commercial or industrial uses and 

residential uses.”   
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B. nothing 

C. 6. Member Nance clarified that the 25% slope is only where they’re building. 

D. nothing 

E. nothing 

F. Member Sessions would like a written statement from the County Engineer giving his approval.  

It appears the County Engineer did review what was sent to him and he approved all but one 

additional request that he added to the end of 8-8-4 C.  It was unclear what was reviewed, as 

Member Sessions wanted further clarification concerning the TIA on F from him.  Gina sent Mark 

a text message about what he reviewed and he confirmed that he reviewed what was asked and the 

only changes needed have been made. 

G. There was some concern and discussion about the bond required for demolition.  They need 

clarification to proceed. 

 

8-8-5  

B. Chair wants to add wording at the end “…for installation of all landscaping, fencing, and 

screening within ‘and around the entire development’” 

C.  Needs clarification 

M. Character of District: Member Sessions wants to add “Commercial, Office and Industrial 

developments shall require review by the Planning Commission of the site plan and the 

architectural building elevations.” 

 

 

Administrative: 

 
7. Planning Commission Business/Questions for Staff  

As there are some items that have come up for discussion, the Planning Commission will hold a 

meeting on June 23.  It will not be cancelled as previously decided. 
 

 
8. Approval of minutes from May 26, 2016 

 

Member Nance moved to approve the amended minutes from May 26, 2016.  Second by 

Member Ross.  The vote was unanimous.  The motion carried.   

 

 
9. Adjourn 

Member Stephens moved to adjourn.  Second by Member Wilson.  The vote was unanimous.  

The motion carried.    

 

Approved: __________________________________ Date: _______________________ 

Chairman, Roland Haslam 

 

ATTEST: ___________________________________ Date: _______________________ 

Mickaela Moser, Transcriptionist 

Planning and Development Services 
 


