
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 
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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, August 25, 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 

 

 

Administrative: 

 
6. Discussion and Decision on Reynolds/Peterson Subdivision Prelim & Final  – A proposed 

small subdivision preliminary & final plan of approximately two (2) lot subdivision of 

approximately 8 acres, where lot 1 will contain approximately 1.76 acres, and lot 2 will 

contain approximately 6.36 acres, on property located at approximately 2981 S Morgan 

Valley Dr. 

 

Legislative: 

 

7. Discussion/Public Hearing/Decision - Enterprise Zoning Map Amendment - Amending 

the Zoning Map of the County to reflect desired changes in the Enterprise Area: 

 

 Areas west and south of Old Highway currently zoned A-20 will be rezoned to RR-1 

 Portions south and east of Old Highway and running from approximately 2360 W Old 

Highway Road south to approximately 2250 W Old Highway Road currently zoned 

A-20 will be rezoned to RR-1 

 The portion of land in the Spring Hollow area currently south of the Summer Ridge 

PRUD and otherwise surrounded by RR-1 zoning currently zoned as A-20 will be 

rezoned to RR-1 

 Several portions of Section 3 Township 4 North Range 2 East currently zoned MU-

160 will be rezoned to RR-10 

 Several properties north of Old Highway located at approximately 3130 W Old 

Highway Road currently zoned A-20 and RR-5 will be rezoned RR-1 

 



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.      

 

Administrative: 

 

 
8. Discussion and Decision of Poverty Flats Estates Small Subdivision Prelim & Final Plat – 

A proposed small subdivision of approximately 3 lots consisting of one 20 acre lot, and 

two 36.11 acre lots.  Located at approximately 811 Hardscrabble Road in Morgan, Utah. 

 
9. Discussion and Decision of Whittier Estates phasing plan.  

 

Legislative: 

 

10. Discussion/Public Hearing/Decision - Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment – 

Amending the Morgan County Zoning Map, changing approximately 42 acres of property 

located at approximately 2035 W Deep Creek Road from the A-20 zone to the RR-10 

zone. 

 

Administrative: 

 

11. Discussion – Ordinance Updates 

 

12. Discussion – Commercial Use Table 

 
13. Planning Commission Business/Questions for Staff  

 
14. Approval of minutes from August 14, 2016 

 
15. Adjourn 
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Planning Commission 

Staff Report 
 

Planning and Development Services 

 

Reynolds/Peterson Small Subdivision – Preliminary/Final Plat 

Public Meeting 

August 25, 2016 
 

Application No.:   16.015 
Applicant:   Marvin Reynolds/Brett Peterson  
Owner:   Same 
Project Location:   Approximately 2950 S Morgan Valley Drive  
Current Zoning:   RR-1 
General Plan Designation: Rural Residential 
Acreage:   Approximately 8.12 
Date of Application:   May 18, 2016 
Date of Previous Meeting: September 3, 2015 – Concept Plan Approval; July 14, 2016 – 

Planning Commission (initial review) 
 

Staff Recommendation 
 
County Staff is recommending approval of the Reynolds/Peterson Small Subdivision, 
application #16.015, subject to the following conditions and with the following findings:    
 
Conditions: 

1. That all outstanding fees for outside reviews are paid in full prior to recording the 
final mylar. 

2. That all requirements of the County Engineer are met. 
3. That any minor corrections are made with County Staff prior to submitting a final 

mylar.  
4. That a current updated Title Report is submitted with the final mylar. 
5. That all other local, state, and federal laws are adhered to. 

 
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 current zoning and subdivision requirements. 
4. The Planning Commission of the County shall have the ability to approve, 

approve with conditions, or deny a small subdivision in accordance with the 
regulations outlined in the Morgan County Code.   

5. Those certain conditions herein are necessary to ensure compliance with adopted 
laws prior to subdivision plat recording.  

6. That the proposal is not detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the 
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public. 
 
August 25, 2016 Update – Staff met with the applicant and the Appeal Authority 
regarding the topography issue and access/frontage on the lot. It was pointed out that 
the interpretation of the definition of “Frontage” relates to the “street line” and not 
what happens on the lot itself. Thus a variance to the frontage requirements is not 
warranted. 
 
Background 
 
The applicant is seeking approval of a two lot subdivision. The proposed subdivision 
received conceptual approval on September 3, 2015. The proposed subdivision has 
been designed to utilize the required access, frontage and setbacks of the RR-1 zone.  
 
The proposal is a Small Subdivision and was reviewed for process steps and standards 
under the following codes:  
 

 Zoning - MCC Section 8-5A 
 Preliminary Plat - MCC Section 8-12-22 through Section 8-12-28 
 Final Plat MCC - Section 8-12-29 through Section 8-12-46 
 Small Subdivision - MCC Section 8-12-53 through Section 8-12-59 

 
Staff finds that with the recommended conditions herein, the request appears to meet 
the requirements of the zoning ordinance, and the subdivision ordinance. Staff’s 
evaluation of the request is as follows.  
 

ANALYSIS 
 
General Plan and Zoning. The subject property is located along the east portion of 
Morgan Valley Drive in unincorporated Morgan County in the Porterville Area (see 
Exhibit A). The 2010 Morgan County General Plan and Future Land Use Map have 
designated this area along Morgan Valley Drive as a maximum of one dwelling unit per 
acre (DUA) area, which is considered a Rural Residential designation. The proposed 
subdivision lies within the Rural Residential designation. The purpose of the Rural 
Residential designation is: 
 

The Rural Residential category designation accommodates semi-rural 
large lot 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.  (See 2010 Morgan County General Plan page 6) 

 
The purposes of the RR-1 zone are: 
 

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

Layout.  The proposed two-lot subdivision fronts Morgan Valley Drive (see Exhibit E). It 
is currently configured as one residential lot. Each proposed lot has over one acre in the 
RR-1 zone. The proposed lot lines and configurations conform to existing RR-1 
standards for lots, including setbacks, coverage, acreage and frontage/width. The 
original lot has an unusual configuration, with two separate frontages and unusual 
ground topography. The proposed layout represents the best possible configuration of 
the lots that will allow for subdivision and home construction. 
 
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 measured at the front and 
rear setback lines, which complies with Morgan County Code standards.  
 
Grading and Land Disturbance.  The land where the homes are to be built is relatively 
flat.  There may be minor site preparation prior to building, but none so much that it 
will trigger the excavation review thresholds. Each lot must be graded appropriately so 
as to ensure positive drainage away from structures and adjacent properties. There is 
significant slope to the east and west portions of the property, which will allow for 
natural drainage into existing drainages, including East Canyon Creek on the east.  
 
Sensitive Areas, Geology, and Geotechnical Considerations. This area lies within a 
geologic hazards area (see Exhibit D). A Geological and Geotechnical report have been 
submitted, reviewed, and accepted by the County for these lots. The requirements of 
these reports shall be adhered to. 
   
Utilities.  All required utilities are found adequate for the proposed use.    
 

 Culinary water is proposed to be provided by individual wells on the respective 
lots.  

 Sewage is proposed to be provided by individual septic systems. The septic 
systems will need to be reviewed and approved by the Weber Morgan Health 
Department as part of the building permit process.  

 Gas, Electric, and telecommunication facilities run along the site’s frontage along 
Morgan Valley Drive.  
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The applicant will be responsible for meeting all conditions of the applicable will-serve 
letters in order to attain services.    
 
Flood Plain. The easterly portion of the site lies within the 100-year flood plain as 
identified on the FEMA FIRM maps. This area will lie outside the buildable area of the 
lots. 
 
 
Model Motion   

 
Sample Motion for approval – “I move we approve the Reynolds/Peterson Small Subdivision, 
application number 16.015, allowing for a two lot subdivision of land located at approximately 
2995 S Morgan Valley Dr, based on the findings and with the conditions listed in the staff report 
dated July 14, 2016.” 
 
Sample Motion for approval with additional conditions – “I move we approve the 
Reynolds/Peterson Small Subdivision, application number 16.015, allowing for a two lot 
subdivision of land located at approximately 2995 S Morgan Valley Dr, based on the findings 
and with the conditions listed in the staff report dated July 14, 2016, and with the following 
additional conditions:” 
 

1. List any additional conditions 
 
Sample Motion for denial – “I move we deny the Reynolds/Peterson Small Subdivision, 
application number 16.015, allowing for a two lot subdivision of land located at approximately 
2995 S Morgan Valley Dr, due to the following findings:” 
 

1. List any additional findings… 

 

 

 

Supporting Information 
 
Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
Exhibit B: Future Land Use Map 
Exhibit C: Existing Zoning Map 
Exhibit D: Geologic Hazards Map  
Exhibit E: Flood Plain Map 
Exhibit F: Proposed Subdivision Preliminary and Final Plat 
 

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 

 
 

 

A-20 

RR-1 

A-20 
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Exhibit D: Geologic Hazards Map 

 

 
Site appears to lie within the Qf and Qbg Geologic Units 

 

SITE 
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Exhibit E: Flood Plain Map 

 

 

SITE Flood Plain 
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Exhibit F: Proposed Preliminary Plat 
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Exhibit F: Proposed Final Subdivision Plat 
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ＭＥＭＯＲＡＮＤＵＭ 
TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Bill Cobabe 

DATE: August 25, 2016 

SUBJECT: Enterprise Zone Map Amendment – Updated Map 
  

 
County Staff has made the following updates to the proposed zoning map amendment: 
 

1. Property on the west side of I-84 beginning with the Archery Range on the north and 
extending to the Enterprise Town Center area line to the south was changed to remain 
in A-20. 
 

2. The Croft Property at the east end of Spring Hollow Road was changed from RR-1 to 
RR-5. 
 

3. The triangular-shaped portion of Mr. Green’s property that was in A-20 was changed to 
RR-1. 
 

4. The portion of Summerridge PRUD that is currently in MU-160 was changed to remain 
MU-160. 
 

5. The property owned by the Wardells west of Old Highway was changed to remain in A-
20 as is currently configured. 
 

6. The portion of the Wardell property heading up to the gravel pits was changed from RR-
1 to RR-5 to match the Holyoak property to the west. 

 
This should be the changes as desired that were expressed in the meeting on August 11, 2016. 
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Planning Commission 

Staff Report 
 

Planning and Development Services 

 

Poverty Flats Estates Small Subdivision – Preliminary/Final Plat 

Public Meeting 

August 25, 2016 
 

Application No.:   16.021 
Applicant:   Ivan and Ludene Carter Family Trust  
Owner:   Same 
Project Location:   Approximately 811 Hardscrabble Road 
Current Zoning:   A-20 
General Plan Designation: Agricultural 
Acreage:   Approximately 95.03 
Date of Application:   June 8, 2016 
Date of Previous Meeting: March 10, 2016 – Concept Plan Approval 
 

Staff Recommendation 
 
County Staff is recommending approval of the Poverty Flats Estates Small Subdivision, 
application #16.021, subject to the following conditions and with the following findings:    
 
Conditions: 
 

1. That all outstanding fees for outside reviews are paid in full prior to recording the final 
mylar. 

2. That all requirements of the County Engineer are met. 
3. That all requirements of the Fire Chief are met. 
4. That any minor corrections are made with County Staff prior to submitting a final mylar.  
5. That a current updated Title Report is submitted with the final mylar. 
6. That all other local, state, and federal laws are adhered to. 

 
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 current zoning and subdivision requirements. 
4. The Planning Commission of the County shall have the ability to approve, approve with 

conditions, or deny a small subdivision in accordance with the regulations outlined in the 
Morgan County Code.   

5. Those certain conditions herein are necessary to ensure compliance with adopted laws 
prior to subdivision plat recording.  

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

 



Poverty Flats Estates Small Subdivision 

App # 16.021 

25 Aug 2016 

   

  Page | 2 

Background 
 
The applicant is seeking approval of a three lot subdivision. The proposed subdivision received 
conceptual approval on March 10, 2016. The proposed subdivision has been designed to utilize 
the required access, frontage, and setback requirements of the A-20 zone.  
 
The proposal is a Small Subdivision and was reviewed for process steps and standards under 
the following codes:  
 

 Zoning - MCC Section 8-5A 
 Preliminary Plat - MCC Section 8-12-22 through Section 8-12-28 
 Final Plat MCC - Section 8-12-29 through Section 8-12-46 
 Small Subdivision - MCC Section 8-12-53 through Section 8-12-59 

 
Staff finds that with the recommended conditions herein, the request appears to meet the 
requirements of the zoning ordinance, and the subdivision ordinance. Staff’s evaluation of the 
request is as follows.  

 

Analysis 

 
General Plan and Zoning. The subject property is located along the northern portion of 
Hardscrabble Road in unincorporated Morgan County in the Porterville Area (see Exhibit A). The 
2010 Morgan County General Plan and Future Land Use Map have designated this area along 
Hardscrabble as a maximum of one dwelling unit per 20 acres area, which is considered an 
Agricultural designation. The proposed subdivision lies within the Agricultural designation. The 
purpose of the Agricultural designation is: 
 

to support viable agricultural operations in Morgan County, while allowing for 
incidental large-lot residential and other uses. The residential density in this 
category is up to 1 unit per 20 acres.  (See 2010 Morgan County General Plan 
page 6) 

 
The purpose of the A-20 zone is: 

to promote and preserve in appropriate areas conditions favorable to agriculture and to 
maintain greenbelt spaces. These districts are intended to include activities normally and 
necessarily related to the conduct of agriculture and to protect the district from the 
intrusion of uses inimical to the continuance of agricultural activity.  

The proposal is in compliance with these purpose statements.  

Layout.  The proposed three-lot subdivision fronts Hardscrabble Road (see Exhibit E). Lots 1, 2, 
and 3 will have 20 acres, 37.089 acres, and 35.123 acres, respectively. It is currently configured 
as one agricultural lot. The entire property lies within the A-20 zone. The proposed lot lines and 
configurations conform to existing A-20 standards for lots, including setbacks, coverage, 
acreage, and access and frontage/width. The proposed layout represents the best possible 
configuration of the lots that will allow for subdivision and home construction. 
 
Roads and Access.  All lots will have access from Hardscrabble Road. Lot 2 is provided with 330 
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feet of frontage while the remaining lots have 26-foot access easements. Lot width measured at 
the front and rear setback lines appears to comply with Morgan County Code standards.  
 
Grading and Land Disturbance.  The land where the homes are to be built is relatively flat and 
is designated on the plat with one-acre building envelopes. There may be minor site preparation 
prior to building, but none so much that it will trigger the excavation review thresholds. Each lot 
must be graded appropriately so as to ensure positive drainage away from structures and 
adjacent properties. Because of the nature of these large acreage lots, impacts due to 
improvements and impervious surfaces should be minimal. 
 
Sensitive Areas, Geology, and Geotechnical Considerations. This area lies within a geologic 
hazards area (see Exhibit D). A Geological and Geotechnical report have been submitted, 
reviewed, and accepted by the County for these lots. The requirements of these reports shall be 
adhered to. 
   
Utilities.  All required utilities are found adequate for the proposed use.    
 

 Culinary water is proposed to be provided by individual wells on the respective lots.  
 Sewage is proposed to be provided by individual septic systems. The septic systems will 

need to be reviewed and approved by the Weber Morgan Health Department as part of 
the building permit process.  

 Gas, Electric, and telecommunication facilities run along the site’s frontage along Morgan 
Valley Drive.  

 
The applicant will be responsible for meeting all conditions of the applicable will-serve letters in 
order to attain services.    
 
Flood Plain. This lot lies outside the FEMA FIRM-identified floodplain. 

 

Model Motion   
 
Sample Motion for approval – “I move we approve the Poverty Flats Estates Small Subdivision, 
application number 16.021, allowing for a three lot subdivision of land located at approximately 
811 Hardscrabble Road, based on the findings and with the conditions listed in the staff report 
dated August 25, 2016.” 
 
Sample Motion for approval with additional conditions – “I move we approve the Poverty Flats 
Estates Small Subdivision, application number 16.021, allowing for a three lot subdivision of 
land located at approximately 811 Hardscrabble Road, based on the findings and with the 
conditions listed in the staff report dated August 25, 2016, and with the following additional 
conditions:” 

1. List any additional conditions 
 
Sample Motion for denial – “I move we deny the Poverty Flats Estates Small Subdivision, 
application number 16.021, allowing for a three lot subdivision of land located at approximately 
811 Hardscrabble Road, 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: Current Zoning Map 
Exhibit D: Geologic Hazards Map  
Exhibit E: Proposed Subdivision Preliminary and Final Plat 
 

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 

 

SITE 
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Exhibit C: Current Zoning Map 

SITE 
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Exhibit D: Geologic Hazards Map 

 

 
Site appears to lie within the Qf and Qbg Geologic Units 

SITE 
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Exhibit E: Proposed Preliminary Plat 
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Exhibit F: Proposed Final Subdivision Plat 
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ＭＥＭＯＲＡＮＤＵＭ 
TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Bill Cobabe 

DATE: August 25, 2016 

SUBJECT: Whittier Estates Subdivision – Proposed Phasing Plan Change 
  

 
Background 
 
On December 1, 2015, the County Council approved (with conditions) the proposed Whittier 
Estates Subdivision Preliminary Plat. At that time, no phasing was considered; however, the 
applicant has since come forward with a desired phasing plan. This will allow the developer to 
record a plat for each phase and begin to sell lots once approved infrastructure is installed and 
accepted by the County. 
 
The timing for the various phases is as follows: 
 

…we are planning on recording Phase 1 immediately after the city council meeting on 
September 6th.  We are planning on recording Phase 2 by October 31st.  The remaining 
lots (Phase 3) will be recorded in Spring 2017.  (email from Stephanie Hales, Assistant 
for Utah Land Guys – dated August 08, 2016). 

 
It should be noted that the recordation of any plat is conditioned on the acceptance by the 
County of the installed/inspected infrastructure. 
 
The proposed phasing plan is attached. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Exhibit A: Preliminary Plat (approved) 
Exhibit B: Proposed Phasing Plan 
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Exhibit A: Preliminary Plat (approved) 
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Exhibit B: Proposed Phasing Plan 

 



Morgan County Planning & Development Services      Office (801) 845-4015      Fax (801) 845-6176                    P a g e  | 8 

 
 



Morgan County Planning & Development Services      Office (801) 845-4015      Fax (801) 845-6176                    P a g e  | 9 

 



 

Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment   1 

App # 16.024 

25 Aug 2016 

 
 

Planning Commission 

Staff Report 
 

Planning and Development Services 

 

Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment 

Public Hearing 

August 25, 2016 
 

Application No.:   16.024 
Applicant:   Daren and Marcelle Stegelmeier 
Owners:  Same 
Project Location:  Approximately 2035 W Deep Creek Road 
Current Zoning:   A-20 
General Plan Designation: Ranch Residential 10 
Acreage:   Approximately 42.07 acres 
Request:  Amend the Zoning Map, changing the designation from A-20 to 

RR-10 
Date of Application:   July 7, 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 Littleton area, generally located south of Morgan Valley Drive and south of Deep Creek 
Road (See Exhibit A). The entire property contains approximately 42 acres and is currently 
zoned A-20. (See Exhibit C). The proposed zone change would potentially allow for further 
subdivision of the land; however, the applicant currently has four parcels, which would be 
arranged via a lot line adjustment such that legal, buildable lots of a minimum of 10 acres each 
would result. His current layout (not for approval, but for informational purposes) would result 
in four parcels of 30.33 acres, 11.74 acres, and 32.99 acres, with an access parcel of 0.84 
acres.  

 
Analysis 
 
General Plan and Zoning:  
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The General Plan and Future Land Use Map anticipate the development of property in this area. 
The current General Plan designation, Ranch Residential 10, demonstrates the desire of the 
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 Ranch Residential 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 larger lots with accessory structures that may be used for 
livestock. The residential density is a maximum of 1 unit per 10 acres. 
 

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 has 
significantly less than the 1 unit per 10 acres anticipated by the General Plan. At one dwelling 
unit per 10 acres, RR-10 zoning is a good fit between the existing rural character and a slightly 
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: 
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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. 

 
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 
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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 
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 and the fact that the property is already in 4 
parcels, the impact on the facilities and services should be minimal. 
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Model Motion   

 
Sample Motion for a Positive Recommendation – “I move we forward a positive 
recommendation to the County Council for the Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment, application 
number 16.024, changing the zoning district from A-20 to RR-10, based on the findings listed in 
the staff report dated August 11, 2016.” 
 
Sample Motion for a Negative Recommendation – “I move we forward a negative 
recommendation to the County Council for the Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment, application 
number 16.024, changing the zoning district from A-20 to RR-10, due to the following findings:” 
 

1. List any additional findings… 

 

Supporting Information 
 
Exhibit A: Vicinity Map 
Exhibit B: Future Land Use Map 
Exhibit C: Existing Zoning Map  
Exhibit D: 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 

 

 

 

 

SITE 



 

Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment   9 

App # 16.024 

25 Aug 2016 

Exhibit D:  Section Plat Map (NW ¼ T4N R2E Section 6 – Partial) 
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ＭＥＭＯＲＡＮＤＵＭ 
TO: Planning Commission  

FROM: Bill Cobabe 

DATE: August 25, 2016 

SUBJECT: Various Ordinance Changes 
At  

 

Background 

 

The following Sections of Code have been identified as needing discussion, clarification, and/or 

revision (Please note that this list is not intended to be exhaustive or exclusive – other Sections 

of the Code may need to be addressed while reviewing and discussing possible changes; also, 

the following memo items intended to point and focus the discussion and not necessarily to 

inform opinion or offer recommendation): 

 

Frontage Definition (Section 8-2-1): 

 

The Code currently does not reference “contiguous” as being a requirement for frontage 

calculation. We would like to add the word “contiguous” to the definition of frontage and specify 

that it is to be on a “single” street or lane, not the entire frontage of both streets of a corner lot 

or double-frontage lot. Further, the last sentence of the definition is to be removed. The 

definition would read:  

 

FRONTAGE: All contiguous property fronting on one side of a single public or private 

street or a private lane which meets the standards of chapter 12 of this title between 

intersecting or intercepting streets, or between a street and a right of way, waterway, 

end of dead end street, or political subdivision boundary, measured along the street line. 

An intercepting street shall determine only the boundary of the frontage on the side of 

the street which it intercepts, or that common line between a lot and a public street. 

Street lines across which access is denied or cannot be had because of topography or 

for other reasons shall not constitute "frontage" for purposes of this title. 

 

Lots in Two or More Zoning Districts (Section 8-5-6): 

 

The Code currently states that: 

 

If a lot permitting residential uses is located within the boundaries of two (2) or more 

zoning districts, then a dwelling structure may be located anywhere on such lot and the 

area, height, coverage, width and frontage regulations applicable to such lot shall be the 

regulations applicable to the zoning district requiring the smallest minimum lot area. 

Yard and setback requirements shall be administered based on the zoning district in 

which the structure is located. In no event shall there be located on such lot more than 
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one dwelling structure. From and after the construction of a dwelling structure on any 

such lot, the lot may not be further subdivided except in accordance with all then 

applicable land use and subdivision regulations. 

 

The County Council has instructed Staff that this language is not compatible with the original 

intent of this Section. The Council would like to reflect that area and frontage requirements 

must be met for the portion of the property in the respective zoning district, meaning that a lot 

in the A-20 and RR-1 zoning district would have to meet the minimum area requirement of one 

acre in the RR-1 OR 20 acres in the A-20. Frontage would be the same, meaning that if the 

frontage for a lot is in the A-20 zoning district then it should meet the requirements of the A-20 

zone, regardless of other requirements that may apply. It was suggested that this Section of 

the Code could be eliminated entirely. However, a possible revision could be: 

 

If a lot permitting residential uses is located within the boundaries of two (2) or more 

zoning districts, then a dwelling structure may be located anywhere on such lot and the 

area, height, coverage, width and frontage regulations applicable to such lot shall be the 

regulations applicable to the zoning district requiring the smallest minimum lot area. In 

no case shall the area of the lot in the smallest minimum lot area be less than 

the lot area required for that zoning district. Frontage requirements shall 

apply to the zoning district in which the frontage is established. Yard and 

setback requirements shall be administered based on the zoning district in which the 

structure is located. In no event shall there be located on such lot more than one 

dwelling structure. From and after the construction of a dwelling structure on any such 

lot, the lot may not be further subdivided except in accordance with all then applicable 

land use and subdivision regulations. 

 

Lot Standards (8-6-2): 

 

This Section of the Code currently reads: 

 

 

Except for more flexible requirements that may be specifically authorized in this title or 

other legal, nonconforming situations, every lot within the county shall have such area 

as is required by this title and shall have the required frontage upon a dedicated private 

or publicly approved street before a building permit may be issued. 

 

There is some question regarding the language “flexible requirements…specifically authorized” 

and what that may mean. Subdivision ordinances are not typically open for “flexible 

requirements”, but we have also relaxed the frontage requirements as noted elsewhere in the 

Code. A proposed change could be: 

 

Except for more flexible requirements that may be specifically authorized in as noted in 

this title or other legal, nonconforming situations, every lot within the county shall have 
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such area as is required by this title and shall have the required frontage upon a 

dedicated private or publicly approved street or private lane before a building permit 

may be issued. 

 

Lots (Section 8-12-43 (B)): 

 

The Code currently states that “All lots or parcels created by the subdivision shall have frontage 

on a street, improved and dedicated to standards hereinafter required, equal to at least the 

street’s minimum required width from top back of curb on one side of the street to the back of 

sidewalk on the abutting side…” 

 

This does not adequately address provisions for lots that are in the RR-5, RR-10, A-20, MU-160, 

and F-1 zoning districts, where frontage is not required. A suggested amendment could be: 

 

Where required by this title, all lots or parcels created by the subdivision shall have 

frontage on a street, improved and dedicated to standards hereinafter required… 

 

Lots (Section 8-12-43 (E)): 

 

This Section of the Code currently states that the “side lines of all lots, so far as possible, shall 

be at right angles to the street which the lot faces, or approximately radial to the center of 

curves, if such street is curved. Side lines of lots shall be approximately radial to the center of a 

cul-de-sac on which the lot faces.” This is somewhat ambiguous, particularly in cases where “so 

far as possible” could be open for interpretation. A suggested amendment could be: 

 

“The side lines of all lots, so far as possible, shall be at right angles within five 

degrees (5°) of perpendicular to the street which the lot faces, or approximately 

radial within five degrees (5°) of perpendicular to the center of curves, if such 

street is curved. Side lines of lots shall be approximately radial within five degrees 

(5°) of perpendicular to the center of a cul-de-sac on which the lot faces.”  

 

Additionally, a provision could be added for unusual cases: 

 

Exception may be made at the discretion of the County Engineer where 

unusual circumstances warrant, such as for topography or other practical 

reasons. 

 

Small Subdivision (Section 8-12-53(B)): 

 

This Section of the Code deals specifically with the requirements of Small Subdivisions. It 

includes the provision stating, “All lots have acceptable access to a public street, either by direct 

frontage or through access by an approved private street….” Again, this does not adequately 
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address provisions for lots that are in the larger zoning districts. A suggested amendment for 

this Section could be: 

 

 Where required by this title, all lots shall have acceptable access to a public street, 

 either by direct frontage or through access by an approved private street….” 

 

Security for Required Improvements (Section 8-12-37): 

 

This section of the Code requires an improvement guarantee equal to 115% of the estimated 

cost of improvements to be installed. There is currently no provision in our ordinance that 

allows for developers to follow State Code Section 17-27a-604.5 which states: 

 

 

(2) (a) A land use authority shall require an applicant to complete a required 

landscaping or infrastructure improvement prior to any plat recordation or 

development activity. 

(b) Subsection (2)(a) does not apply if: 

(i) upon the applicant's request, the land use authority has 

authorized the applicant to post an improvement completion assurance in 

a manner that is consistent with local ordinance; and 

(ii) the land use authority has established a system for the partial 

release of the improvement completion assurance as portions of required 

improvements are completed and accepted. 

(3) At any time up to the land use authority's acceptance of a landscaping or 

infrastructure improvement, and for the duration of each improvement warranty period, 

the land use authority may require the developer to: 

(a) execute an improvement warranty for the improvement warranty period; 

and 

(b) post a cash deposit, surety bond, letter of credit, or other similar security, 

as required by the county, in the amount of up to 10% of the lesser of the: 

(i) county engineer's original estimated cost of completion; or 

(ii) applicant's reasonable proven cost of completion. 

 

A suggested amendment to the Code would be: 

 

A. The subdivider shall complete all required landscaping or infrastructure 

improvement prior to any plat recordation or development activity. 

1. Subsection (A) does not apply if upon the applicant's request, the 

County has authorized the applicant to post an improvement 

completion assurance in a manner that is consistent with this Section. 

  

A. B. Prior to signing of a final plat by the county engineer, county attorney, county 

clerk, and county council chairperson, the subdivider shall enter into an improvements 
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guarantee acceptable to the county as security to ensure completion of all 

improvements required to be installed in the subdivision. The improvements guarantee 

shall be in a form approved by the county attorney, shall be signed on behalf of the 

county by the county council chairperson, and may contain specific provisions approved 

by the county attorney. The agreement shall include, but not be limited to: 

1. The subdivider's agreement to complete all improvements within a period of 

time not to exceed twenty four (24) months from the date the agreement is 

executed; 

2. The improvements shall be completed to the satisfaction of the county and in 

accordance with the county's design and construction standards as established 

by the county engineer and adopted by the county council; 

3. A provision that the improvements guarantee amount of deposit shall be equal 

to one hundred fifteen percent (115%) one hundred ten percent (110%) of 

the county engineer's estimated cost of the improvements to be installed; 

4. That the county shall have immediate access to the deposited funds when 

necessary to remedy a deficiency in required subdivision improvements or a 

violation of the improvements agreement; 

5. That deposited funds may only be reduced upon the written request of the 

subdivider as system improvements are completed. The amount of the reduction 

shall be determined by the county engineer. Reductions shall be made only as 

they apply to the completion, satisfactory to the county engineer, of entire 

systems. The improvements for subdivisions are typically grouped into six (6) 

system categories: culinary water, storm drainage, roadways, parks/trails and 

landscaping, erosion control and miscellaneous/finish items. Additional categories 

may be added if approved by the county engineer. Such written reduction 

requests may be made only once every thirty (30) days and no reduction shall be 

authorized until such time as the county engineer has inspected the 

improvements and found them to be in compliance with the county's standards 

and specifications. All reductions shall be by written authorization of the county 

engineer. No deposited funds shall be reduced below fifteen percent (15%) ten 

percent (10%) of the county engineer's estimated cost of the improvement to 

be installed until final acceptance by the county engineer following an 

improvement assurance warranty period. No reduction in deposited funds shall 

be allowed for materials which are delivered to the subdivision site but not 

installed in accordance with approved construction drawings. 

6. That if the deposited funds are inadequate to pay the cost of the completion 

of the improvements according to the county's standards or specifications for 

whatever reason, including previous reductions, the subdivider shall be 

responsible for the deficiency and no further building permits shall be issued in 

the subdivision until the improvements are completed or, with county council 

approval, a new, satisfactory deposit and improvements guarantee has been 

executed and delivered to the county; 
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7. That the county's cost of administration and engineering costs incurred in 

obtaining the deposited funds, including attorney fees and court costs, shall be 

deducted from any deposited funds; and 

8. That the subdivider shall guarantee all improvements installed against any 

damage arising from any defect in construction, materials, or workmanship 

during the warranty period and shall promptly repair the same upon notice from 

the county; and 

9. That the subdivider shall agree to hold the county harmless from any and all 

liability which may arise as a result of defects in materials and workmanship of 

the improvements which are installed until such time as the county certifies the 

improvements are complete and accepts the improvements at the end of the 

warranty period. 

 

B. C. The only allowed financial security for the improvements guarantee shall be funds 

deposited directly with the Morgan County treasurer. 

 

C. D. The improvements guarantee and deposited funds may be extended by the county 

engineer one time for six (6) months for good cause shown. Any subsequent extension 

shall require approval by the county council following timely written request by the 

developer. 

 

Expiration of Final Plat (Section 8-12-41): 

 

This Section of the Code states: 

 

If the final plat is not recorded within three (3) months from the date of county council 

approval, such approval shall be null and void. This time period may be extended by the 

county council for up to one additional three (3) month period for good cause shown. 

The subdivider must petition in writing for an extension prior to the expiration of the 

original three (3) months. No extension will be granted if it is determined that it will be 

detrimental to the county. If any of the fees charged as a condition of subdivision 

approval, have increased, the county may require that the bond estimate be 

recalculated and that the subdivider pay any applicable fee increases as a condition of 

granting an extension. 

 

In talking with Mark Miller, the County Engineer, and with Mike Waite, the Public Works 

Director, it appears that three months is insufficient time in which to complete the required 

infrastructure where required. It was suggested that the ordinance be modified as follows: 

 

If the final plat is not recorded within three (3) twelve (12) months from the date of 

county council approval, such approval shall be null and void. This time period may be 

extended by the county council for up to one additional three (3) twelve (12) month 

period for good cause shown. The subdivider must petition in writing for an extension 
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prior to the expiration of the original three (3) twelve (12) months. No extension will 

be granted if it is determined that it will be detrimental to the county. If any of the fees 

charged as a condition of subdivision approval, have increased, the county may require 

that the bond estimate be recalculated and that the subdivider pay any applicable fee 

increases as a condition of granting an extension. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA  

Thursday, August 11, 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 - Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment – Amending the 

Morgan County Zoning Map, changing approximately 42 acres of property located at 

approximately 2035 W Deep Creek Road from the A-20 zone to the RR-10 zone.  

 

7. Discussion/Public Hearing/Decision - Enterprise Zoning Map Amendment - Amending the 

Zoning Map of the County to reflect desired changes in the Enterprise Area: 

 

 Areas west and south of Old Highway currently zoned A-20 will be rezoned to RR-1 

 Portions south and east of Old Highway and running from approximately 2360 W Old 

Highway Road south to approximately 2250 W Old Highway Road currently zoned A-20 will 

be rezoned to RR-1 

 The portion of land in the Spring Hollow area currently south of the Summer Ridge PRUD 

and otherwise surrounded by RR-1 zoning currently zoned as A-20 will be rezoned to RR-1 

 Several portions of Section 3 Township 4 North Range 2 East currently zoned MU-160 will 

be rezoned to RR-10 

 Several properties north of Old Highway located at approximately 3130 W Old Highway 

Road currently zoned A-20 and RR-5 will be rezoned RR-1 

 

Administrative: 

 

8. Discussion – Updating Zoning Maps/Districts/Table 

 

9. Discussion – Various Ordinance Updates 

 

10. Planning Commission Business/Questions for Staff  

 

11. Approval of minutes from July 28, 2016 

 

12. Adjourn 
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Members Present  Staff Present   Public Present 

Shane Stephens  Bill Cobabe   Russell & Vivian Nance 

Gary Ross   Gina Grandpre   Pamela Turner 

Debbie Sessions  Mickaela Moser  Tina Cannon 

Roland Haslam      Gaylene Kimbal 

Larry Nance       Bill O’Malley 

Michael Newton      Leon Paskett 

Steve Wilson       Dave & Julie Croft 

         Todd Whimpey 

         Todd Wardell 

         Bob Bohman 

         Kim Green 

 
1. Call to order – prayer.  Chair Haslam called the meeting to order and Member Newton 

offered prayer.   

 
2. Pledge of Allegiance  

 
3. Approval of agenda 

 

Chair stated the Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment has been removed from the agenda 

tonight.  It may be discussed in 2 weeks, but it is off the agenda tonight.  Bill stated it will 

be rescheduled for 2 weeks. 

 

Member Sessions moved to approve the agenda.  Second by Member Nance.  The 

vote was unanimous.  The motion carried. 

 

 
4. Declaration of conflicts of interest 

 

Member Newton stated his parent’s home is in Enterprise and would be affected by 

possible changes.  Their lot configuration is such that any changes would not grant them 

any additional acreage or opportunities but it could affect the back portion of their 

property. 

 
5. Public Comment 

 

Vivian Nance:  She is of no relation to Larry Nance, who sits on the Planning Commission.   

She wondered why the zoning changes are being discussed when the County Council has 

already approved the zoning and map changes.  It seems redundant to her to be discussing 

changes. 

 

Todd Wardell:  Geneva Rock would like to have their property left in the A-20 and not 

rezoned to RR-1. 
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Member Nance moved to go out of public comment.  Second by Member Newton.   

The vote was unanimous.  The motion carried. 

 

Legislative: 

 
6. Discussion/Public Hearing/Decision – Stegelmeier Zoning Map Amendment – Amending 

the Morgan County Zoning Map, changing approximately 42 acres of property located at 

approximately 2035 W Deep Creek Road from the A-20 zone to the RR-10 zone. 

 

 

7. Discussion/Public Hearing/Decision – Enterprise Zoning Map Amendment – Amending 

the Zoning Map of the County to reflect desired changes in the Enterprise Area: 

 

 Areas west and south of Old Highway currently zoned A-20 will be rezoned to RR-1  

 Portions south and east of Old Highway and running from approximately 2360 W Old Highway 

Road south to approximately 2250 W Old Highway Road currently zoned A-20 will be rezoned to 

RR-1  

 The portion of land in the Spring Hollow area currently south of the Summer Ridge PRUD and 

otherwise surrounded by RR-1 zoning currently zoned as A-20 will be rezoned to RR-1  

 Several portions of Section 3 Township 4 North Range 2 East currently zoned MU-160 will be 

rezoned to RR-10  

 Several properties north of Old Highway located at approximately 3130 W Old Highway Road 

currently zoned A-20 and RR-5 will be rezoned RR-1 

 

 

Bill pointed out the most significant areas of change.  He compared the current or existing zoning 

with the proposed changes.   

 

Member Nance pointed out that the proposed changes to RR-1 reflect the Future Land Use Map, 

which reflects the public desires.  Chair Haslam stated that the archery range and Geneva both 

requested no changes to their properties.  He discussed the areas of change, including Kim Green’s 

property.   Bill said this will require specific wording.   Member Nance is prepared to make a 

recommendation to the County Council today.  Chair Haslam said he doesn’t have an issue with 

the proposed changes, as all of the affected property owners are in favor of changing to RR-1.   

Member Wilson asked how many future homes may be affected by the fact that there is a gravel 

pit in the area.  Member Nance calculated there are a maximum of 21 additional homes that could 

be built, as well as what the Future Land Use Map suggests, including the area of MU-160 being 

changed to RR-10.   

 

Member Ross asked Bill about any other possible options (including less dense zones) for those 

affected by the changes in Enterprise.  Bill responded that 5 acre zoning would be an option.   

 

Member Sessions asked about the 1 acre lot east of the RR-5 at the bottom of the map of the 

proposed changes.   Member Nance suggested that if the FLUM says RR-5 they should leave it 
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RR-5. 

 

PUBLIC HEARING 

 

Leon Paskett:  He lives in the Enterprise area and is pretty unfamiliar with these proposed changes.  

He didn’t know about 1 of the 2 public meetings held about the changes.  He is concerned with 

property tax.  He is not in favor of RR-1 as he believes it is too dense for the area.   He wondered 

why this change has come about, whether it is for developers or just a traditional rezone for 

County purposes. 

 

Member Nance clarified that the changes are being made to avoid gravel pits, as proposed by 

community members.  He explained to Mr. Paskett that communication about the sub-committee 

meetings were spread by word of mouth. 

 

Leon would like better communication and clarity with what’s going on in the community, as this 

is a big change.  He emphasized that sometimes with a community, neighbors don’t always 

communicate with each other. 

 

Alan Woody:  He has 2 lots up the Spring Hollow Road.  He has spent a lot of time and money 

changing his property from MU-160 to RR-1.  He is glad to see the changes. 

 

Bill O-Malley:  Enterprise resident.  He clarified that the map is still open for discussion.  He 

understood from the previously held meetings that Enterprise residents spoke in favor of a change 

to RR-1 zoning.  He feels the landowners who are here at the meeting tonight to request that they 

remain in the A-20 zoning are being unfair to those who went to the meeting.  The community is 

under the impression that much of the zoning in Enterprise would change to RR-1 and he feels if 

someone remains in A-20, they have been having discussions behind the scenes. 

 

Bryan Porter:   He is comfortable with RR-1 zoning in Enterprise, but not necessarily with RR-5 

zoning. 

 

Jordache Wardell:  He complimented Member Nance on bringing the community together to 

discuss the changes and desires of the community.  He stated the mink farm, which is currently in 

A-20, is not interested in changing zoning.  There is another piece of land in his family, in the MU-

160 zone, that he also desires to leave alone.  Bill clarified that that specific part of the MU-160 

zoning isn’t part of the proposed changes.  

 

David Potter:  He and his brother Richard own a large part of the RR-1 zone.  His neighbor Kim 

Green also has some of the same concerns.  They agree with the action to set up this zoning 

arrangement now, as an RR-1, to protect the land from unwanted uses.   He has concerns with 

infrastructure:  roads, wells, storage tanks, water.  He feels the RR-1 zone provides a protection to 

the landowners, land uses and future residents.  He mentioned some scenarios related to property 

running near the railroad.    

 

Julie Croft:  She owns land up Spring Hollow.  The area plan suggests that her area be RR-1 
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zoning.  Her land is 6.5 acres and she would like it to change to RR-5 instead of RR-1.  Her land is 

steep and she’d like it to remain in agriculture. 

 

Rainey Miller:  Enterprise resident.  She is in favor of the changes to RR-1.   

 

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

unanimous.  The motion carried. 

 

Chair addressed Mr. Paskett’s concern about property tax.  He addressed Leon and said that they 

specifically used his property as an example.  Much of his property is already in the RR-1 zone and 

very little is in the A-20 zone.  Gwen (Assessor’s Office) said it would not affect his taxes, as long 

as it’s left in the A-20 greenbelt.  The way the taxes would change would be if he were to do a 

rezone on his property.  

 

He also answered Mr. O’Malley’s question about the map.  He said that is part of the process 

they’re doing right now.  There are a few landowners in Enterprise who don’t want to change their 

zoning designation.  It is not the Planning Commission’s intention to tie anyone’s hands with what 

they’re currently doing on their property.  Changing Wardell’s land to RR-1 would limit their uses 

for their current mink farm business.  If they don’t want to change, they have the right to remain in 

their current zoning designation.  

 

There was discussion about the archery range and their agreement with the State.  They would like 

their zoning to remain as it is.  Geneva also did not want to change zoning designation.   

There was some discussion as to the location of the well.  It is not on the Green’s property, it is on 

the Wilkinson property. 

 

Member Sessions stated that at the County Council meetings, they created an Enterprise Zone at 

the gravel pit, to encourage business in that area.  She proposed creating a special zone for Geneva 

to protect their business and surrounding property owners.  Chair asked Todd what Geneva’s 

opinion would be in changing a piece of their property, next to Kim Green’s, to A-20.  He replied 

that there is a piece of land that he doesn’t care, and he could leave it in A-20 if it makes it easier 

for his neighbors.  The rest, he’d like to change to RR-1.  He also wants to make sure the right-of-

way is taken care of and accurate.  Member Nance proposed following the lines of the FLUM 

(Future Land Use Map).  He further clarified that it is for the advantage of property owners to have 

their property changed to the RR-1 zone, as proposed. 

 

Bill clarified that if a lot exists in 2 different zones, the lesser of the property’s restrictions will 

prevail.  Chair said if they meet RR-1 requirements, they can build in A-20.    

 

Member Sessions asked if Geneva was interested in rezoning the Green Pit.  Member Nance said 

he asked them specifically about that, and they replied that all they use that for is storage.  It has 

already been mined out. 

 

Spring Hollow: 

Member Nance asked Julie Croft if she understands that she is the one to choose what happens to 
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her property.  She has more opportunity to use her property in RR-1 than RR-5.  Julie replied that 

an agri-nursery or agri-business would not be a possibility in RR-1 and they would prefer to 

change to the RR-5 zone.  Julie Croft clarified that she wants RR-5 for her parcel that is about 6.5 

acres.  She owns a few parcels and she clarified that parcel is the only one they want zoned RR-5.  

 

Rainey Miller clarified that current uses will still be allowed.  Chair said that they would not be 

allowed to increase, but would be grandfathered in for current uses.  

 

Jay Wardell:  He’d like to leave his in A-20. 

 

Member Nance read from the commercial use table that mink farms are permitted in RR-1 zones. 

 

Member Sessions suggested RR-5 for the Wardell Equipment Co. and Geneva Pit. 

 

There were no further questions from the Planning Commission members at this time.  Chair 

suggested they update the map to reflect the changes before making a motion.  Chair would like to 

see the map with the discussed changes before proceeding to the County Council, to review the 

hard copy for accuracy.   Member Nance suggested making a motion tonight and having a new 

map made before the County Council meeting.  Member Ross asked if there would need to be 

another public meeting involved.  His concern is the miscommunication that happened before, 

between the Planning Commission and the County Council.   

 

Member Nance moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Council for the 

Enterprise Zoning Map Amendment discussed today, changing the various zoning districts 

that are in the Future Land Use Map.  

 

Second by Member Wilson. 

 

Discussion: 

Member Nance doesn’t want the Enterprise residents to have to return to another meeting for any 

further clarification.  They’ve voiced that they don’t want commercial zoning or gravel pits and a 

change to RR-10.  He doesn’t want to delay any further.  

 

Member Ross pointed out that the motion was for the FLUM.  

 

Chair clarified that the agenda item is Enterprise Zoning Map and it not only includes the FLUM, 

but the Enterprise Area map also.  Member Sessions asked about the RR-1 portion at the top of the 

map.  It hasn’t been discussed but it’s on the map.   

 

Bill said they would try to bring an updated map back in 2 weeks, but it depends on the schedule of 

Jeff who would make the map. 

 

Member Wilson understands Member Nance’s concern but he would like to be cautious and make 

sure the map is a true reflection of what was discussed tonight before proceeding. 
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Member Ross added that he really wants to see the map to ensure the map they present to the 

County Council is exactly what they are proposing.  Taking the time to do it right is of utmost 

importance. 

 

--Question on the motion: There is a motion on the floor.  Do we suspend the rules to discuss or 

vote on the motion that was made?  The Planning Commissioners are ready to vote.  

 

The vote was not unanimous.  Member Nance was in favor.  Those opposed were Members 

Stephens, Ross, Sessions, Newton, Wilson.  The motion failed. 

 

 

RR-10: Bohman property and Croft property.  

 

Member Nance clarified that of the areas discussed tonight, the only concern is being able to look 

at it on the map.  Member Stephens asked if the FLUM is a reflection of our time frame to grow.  

He wondered if the growth problem is being fixed or will it continue to be a problem?  He referred 

to Austin Turner’s comments about the need for commercial growth to help with revenue.   

Member Nance asked if there are any concerns about the maps while the community members are 

in attendance.   Member Wilson responded to Member Stephens’ comments that the respective 

area plans tip in favor of the general plan and what the community wants.  

 

There were no further comments about the changes. 

  

 

Member Sessions moved to postpone the decision for the Enterprise Zoning Map 

Amendment until the August 25th meeting, to review the final maps.    

 

Second by Member Newton.   

 

Member Wilson suggested adding to the motion that the changes on the maps are correct. 

 

Member Wilson amended the motion to include the following clarifications: 

-That the RR-10 designations discussed should be incorporated and clarified  

-Croft’s requested that their property be changed to RR-5 

-Wardell mink farm property to remain in the A-20 zone 

-Jeff Wardell property to be changed to RR-5 

-The respective Geneva and Archery properties to remain in A-20 

-Sky View Pit: RR-5 

-Kim Green property by Geneva to remain A-20.   

-And the small triangle to remain RR-1. 

 

Second by Member Ross.  The vote was unanimous.  The amendment passed.  Member 

Nance abstained.   

 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
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The new motion reads: 

 

 

Member Sessions moved to postpone the decision for the Enterprise Zoning Map 

Amendment, until the August 25th meeting, to review the final maps, making sure that the 

changes on the maps are correct: 

 

Including the following clarifications: 

-The RR-10 designations discussed (including Bohman’s property) should be clarified  

-Croft’s requested that their property be changed to RR-5 

-Wardell mink farm property to remain in the A-20 zone 

-Jeff Wardell property to be changed to RR-5 

-The respective Geneva and Archery properties to remain in A-20 

-Sky View Pit: RR-5 

-Kim Green property by Geneva to remain A-20.   

-And the small triangle to remain RR-1. 

 

 

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

 

 

 

 

Administrative: 
8. Discussion – Updating Zoning Maps/Districts/Table 

 

Chair addressed Mrs. Vivian Nance about the zoning maps.  He clarified that the County Council 

requested that they go through and review the commercial land use maps, not the whole zoning 

area maps.  He explained for her benefit why they are reviewing the commercial areas, including 

storage units, Browning, and airport.  He also explained they are reviewing which uses can and 

should go in each commercial area.  She understood that area to contain a commercial or business 

buffer zone.  Chair Haslam explained that some of the uses didn’t coincide with a buffer area.  

They are trying to create an appropriate place for a buffer between residents and an industrial area.  

She has concerns for one business in particular.  Chair clarified “conditional use permit” and Mrs. 

Nance is very concerned who will monitor the emissions and the conditions placed on his 

business.  Chair explained that a business owner has a right to do his business under the code he 

applied for, and now they’ve changed the code but he’s still able to do business (referring to the 

crematorium).  

   

 

Bill added the 4 additional zones that were previously discussed, but stated that this is very 

preliminary: 

He discussed the definitions of NC, GC, Town Center District, BP, Technical & Professional 

Campus (TPC).  Member Sessions said her thoughts were to include Class A Office Space and 

more specific uses.  Bill said he was trying to be a bit more broad in his definitions so as to have 
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an opportunity to discuss.  Member Sessions wanted to delete, rather than add to, part of that 

definition.  She doesn’t think “hospital” is appropriate.   

 

The definition currently reads:  Technical and Professional Campus (TPC): To provide areas for 

the construction of research and development parks, educational facilities and campuses, trade and 

technical schools and colleges, health care facilities (including hospitals, clinics, and labs), and 

other associated and allied industries.  

 

Member Ross thought nutraceuticals would be a better fit for TPC.  They currently own in light 

manufacturing and would like to do business in the Town Center.  Chair suggested that MG-CP 

would be an appropriate place to allocate a nutraceutical facility.  It could also go in a Business 

Park.   Within the Browning area, the trade school would be appropriate, but not hospitals.   Bill 

will remove from “health care facilities….” to the end of the definition. 

 

TPC on the left side of the map will be zoned Town Center and the next zone of TPC to the right 

will be Business Park.  BP will only be located in one area of the County and can be easily 

tailored.   

 

There was some discussion on the location and set up of Rollins Ranch.  Member Ross said that 

rooftops bring businesses, meaning businesses will come when growth continues.   Member 

Sessions suggested TC in place of the A-20 that is currently surrounded by other TC zones.  The 

RR-1 just above it on the Mountain Green Area map will also be changed to TC zoning. 

 

Member Ross brought up changing the FLUM in Mountain Green and Bill said the FLUM is a 

guideline.  Member Sessions commented that they proceed carefully with light manufacturing. 

Member Ross said UDOT has plans to go through Dwayne Johnson’s land for freeway access.   

There was some discussion on the future interchange and the connection with Trapper’s Loop.   

Chair suggested taking the A-20 and RR-1 zones just previously discussed, and making them 

ready for an interchange when it happens.  There was further discussion on future businesses that 

will come in and zoning changes when interstate changes happen.   

 

Tina Cannon clarified that if manufacturing is pushed to certain areas, traffic will have to go 

through residential areas to access them. 

 

Member Ross suggested having Jeff (mapping) come and sit at a meeting to make sure everything 

is as it should be. 

 

Petersen Area:  Member Sessions talked with Rex Jensen.  He understood the front part of his 

property would be in a commercial zone.  She suggested the first 300 feet of his property to be in 

the commercial zone, with the remaining back part of his property to be in the A-20 zone. 

 

Bill requested they postpone the rest of the discussion on the commercial table until the next 

meeting.  

 

Chair Haslam reminded the Planning Commission members that they will not all agree on 
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everything on the table.  He suggested they mark off every listed use they don’t want in the 

County.  Member Newton suggested adding an additional mark for uses that could be allowed in 

certain areas of the County.  

Chair said they can discuss their markings at the next meeting.  He reminded them to have respect 

for each other and suggested they wipe out everything that each person has marked off, regardless 

if they agree on it or not.  That will become the new table.  He stated that there are too many items 

to discuss and try to agree on each person’s opinion.    

 

Member Ross suggested talking about the uses and crossing them out as they go.  The Planning 

Commission members have been given a Commercial Use Table to go through (involving several 

hundred pages).    

 

 

 

--------------------------------------------5 minute recess------------------------------------------------- 

 

 

 

Member Sessions commented that Wild Oats needs to be addressed and make sure it’s allowed.   

 

Member Newton suggested maybe going through the table by zone or sections.  Bill said he 

started at the top with Agricultural uses, looking across, and then allocating it in an appropriate 

zone.  Chair said that was what created problems in the first place.  One problem comes from not 

looking closely at the expanded uses under each category.   

 

It was decided that each member will cross out the uses they don’t want anywhere in the County 

from 11 through the 20’s on the table.  Bill reminded them to be as friendly to businesses as 

possible.  What is crossed out by one person, will be crossed out by all at the next meeting.  

Member Sessions reminded that these are uses for COMMERCIAL ZONES.   Member Newton 

put in his plug for doing it electronically and then they could line them up and it would be much 

faster and easier.  Not everyone agreed with that option.  He suggested a google document system 

to merge their ideas.  Bill said he would have Gina merge it from Excel to Google Docs and send 

it to everyone next week (Tuesday).   Member Sessions suggested making a column for each 

individual so they can each have their own area for making a notation. 

 

Bill commented that he feels comfortable doing the changes online because there will be 

discussion at a future open meeting. 

 

 

 

 
9. Discussion – Various Ordinance Updates 

 

Bill asked if there are concerns about the ordinance updates.   

 



 

Morgan County Planning Commission Meeting minutes 
August 11, 2016, Unapproved 

Page 11 of 12 
 

Frontage:  Chair commented about the frontage issue.  He suggested 200 contiguous feet along the 

County roadway.  The 200 feet is a County, not a State, law.   

 

Member Sessions said they need to clarify the last sentence of the ‘frontage’ definition.  Member 

Newton argued the access being available to the whole frontage is subjective and he wondered if 

the 200 feet of frontage is to space out the homes adequately.  He likes the contiguous frontage but 

the idea that frontage isn’t counted because the lot is steep or has a dropoff doesn’t make sense.  

He thinks there are enough restraints currently in place to avoid problems concerning frontage.  

Bill will eliminate the last sentence of the ‘frontage’ definition.     

 

Chair Haslam has concerns with the frontage and rounding a corner.  He wants to add to the 

definition, including wording with non-intersecting streets.  Chair wants to clarify that it is a 

single street, not allowed to round corners to gain your 200 feet of frontage.  Bill will add: “On 

one side of a single public street.”  He feels Morgan County may the first in the universe to reach 

this point of clarification.   

 

Lots:   

“The side lines of all lots, so far as possible, shall be at right angles within five degrees (5°) of 

perpendicular to the street which the lot faces, or approximately radial within five degrees (5°) of 

perpendicular to the center of curves, if such street is curved. Side lines of lots shall be 

approximately radial within five degrees (5°) of perpendicular to the center of a cul-de-sac on 

which the lot faces.” 

 

Chair feels 5 degrees is too little.  He suggested changing ‘within 20 degrees of perpendicular.’   

Member Sessions commented that the outside property lines usually follow section lines.   

 

 

Member Newton moved to postpone this item until August 25.  Second by Member Stephens.  

The vote was unanimous.  The motion passed. 

 

 
10. Planning Commission Business/Questions for Staff  

 

 

 
11. Approval of minutes from July 28, 2016 

 

Member Ross moved to approve the amended minutes from July 28, 2016.  Second by 

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

abstained.  

 

Member Ross commented that the approved minutes are not up to date on the website.  Bill 

said he will make sure they are available. 
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12. 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 


