




CACHE COUNTY
A PROCLAMATION for a DAY OF PRAYER  

WHEREAS: The 67th observance of the National Day of Prayer will be held on 
Thursday, May 3, 2018, with the theme “PRAY for AMERICA: UNITY” 
based on Ephesians 4:3, "Making every effort to keep the unity of the 
Spirit through the bond of peace”; and 

WHEREAS: A National Day of Prayer has been part of our heritage since it was 
declared by the First Continental Congress in1775 and the United 
States Congress in 1952 approved a Joint Resolution setting aside a 
day each year to pray in our nation; and 

WHEREAS: The United States Congress, by Public Law 100-307, in 1988, as 
amended, affirms that it is essential for us as a nation to pray and 
directs the President of the United States to set aside and proclaim the 
first Thursday of May annually as a National Day of Prayer; and 

WHEREAS: Leaders and citizens of our nation are afforded the privilege of prayer, 
affirming our spiritual heritage and the principles upon which our 
nation was founded; and 

WHEREAS:  Recognizing the love and power of God, we unite with fellow citizens 
to exercise the freedom we have to gather in prayer with thankfulness 
while seeking guidance, provision, protection and purpose for the  
benefit of every individual and our state as a whole; and 

WHEREAS: We specifically thank God for those who defend our freedoms and ask 
for peace throughout our state, nation and world. 

NOW, THEREFORE, we, Craig W Buttars, Cache County Executive, and David L. Erickson, 
Cache County Council Chair, do hereby proclaim May 3, 2018 as a

DAY OF PRAYER 

throughout Cache County, and we commend this observance to all of our citizens. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, we have hereunto applied 
our signatures on this 10th day of April, 2018

___________________________________________________ 
Craig W Buttars, Cache County Executive 

___________________________________________________
David L. Erickson, Cache County Council Chair 



ORDINANCE NO. 2018-02 
CACHE COUNTY, UTAH 

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 17 

Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING AND SUPERSEDING CHAPTERS 1 AND 2 OF TITLE 17 OF THE CACHE 
COUNTY ORDINANCE REGARDING AUTHORITY AND PLAIN LANGUAGE 

 
 
WHEREAS, the State of Utah has authorized Cache County to adopt Land Use Ordinances, 
and; 
 
WHEREAS, the purpose of this ordinance is to provide fair, consistent, and equitable land 
use regulations for all land owners, and; 
 
WHEREAS, the purpose of this ordinance is to provide clarity and ease of use of the 
County’s Land Use Ordinance for all citizens, and; 
 
WHEREAS, on January 4, 2018, at 6:15 p.m., the Planning Commission held a public 
hearing for the amendments to Title 17, which meeting was preceded by all required legal 
notice and at which time all interested parties were given the opportunity to provide 
written or oral comment concerning the proposed ordinance amendment, and;  
 
WHEREAS, on  February 1, 2018, the Planning Commission recommended the approval of 
said amendments and forwarded such recommendation to the County Council for final 
action, and;  
 
WHEREAS, the County Council caused notice of the hearing and the amendments to Title 
17 of the Cache County Ordinance to be advertised at least ten (10) days before the date 
of the public hearing in The Herald Journal, a newspaper of general circulation in Cache 
County, and; 
 
WHEREAS, on February 27, 2018, at 5:30 p.m., the County Council held a public hearing 
to consider any comments regarding the proposed amendments to Title 17 of the Cache 
County Land Use Ordinance. The County Council accepted all comments, and; 
 
WHEREAS, the Cache County Council has determined that it is both necessary and 
appropriate for the County to amend and implement these ordinances. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the County Legislative Body of Cache County 
that Chapters 1 and 2 of Title 17 of the Cache County Land Use Ordinance are hereby 
amended and superseded as follows:  

1. STATUTORY AUTHORITY 
 The statutory authority for enacting this ordinance is Utah Code Annotated 
 Sections 17-27a Part 1 and Part 3 (1953, as amended to date).  



 

Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

2. PURPOSE OF PROVISIONS 
The purpose of this ordinance is to amend and supersede Chapters 1 and 2 of Title 
17 of the Cache County Ordinance regarding authority and plain language, and to 
insure compatibility with surrounding land uses, conformity with the Cache 
County Comprehensive Plan, consistency with the characteristics and purposes 
stated for the zones, and protection, preservation and promotion of the public 
interest, health, safety, convenience, comfort, prosperity and general welfare.  

3. CONCLUSIONS 
A. The amendments to Title 17 of the Cache County Ordinance are in conformity 

with Utah Code Annotated, §17-27a Part 5 (1953, as amended), which 
requires compliance with standards set forth in an applicable ordinance. 

B. The amendments to Title 17 of the Cache County Ordinance are necessary to 
establish accurate standards for land use. 

C. It is in the interest of the public and the citizens of Cache County that the 
proposed amendments to Title 17 of the Cache County Ordinance be 
approved.  

4. EXHIBITS 
A. Title 17, Chapter 1 and 2 of the Cache County Ordinance is amended as 

follows: See Exhibit A. 

5. PRIOR ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, POLICIES AND ACTIONS SUPERSEDED.  
This ordinance amends and supersedes Chapters 1 and 2 of Title 17 of the Cache 
County Ordinance, and all prior ordinances, resolutions, policies, and actions of 
the Cache County Council to the extent that the provisions of such prior 
ordinances, resolutions, policies, or actions are in conflict with this ordinance. In 
all other respects, such prior ordinances, resolutions, policies, and actions shall 
remain in full force and effect.  

6. EFFECTIVE DATE.  
This ordinance takes effect on April 12, 2018. Following its passage but prior to 
the effective date, a copy of the ordinance shall be deposited with the County 
Clerk and a short summary of the ordinance shall be published in a newspaper of 
general circulation within the County as required by law.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of April, 2018.  

In Favor Against Abstained Absent 
Erickson 
Merrill 
Tidwell
Ward 
White 
Worthen
Zilles
        Total 

CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL: ATTEST: 

______________________________ ______________________________ 

David Erickson, Chair  Jill Zollinger 
Cache County Council Cache County Clerk 

Publication Date: 

________________________, 2018 
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17.01 GENERAL PROVISIONS 

17.01.010 Title ...............................................................................................................................1 
17.01.020 Authority and Purpose of Title 17  .............................................................................1 
17.01.030 Applicability  ................................................................................................................1 
17.01.040 Permits Required .........................................................................................................1 
17.01.050 Exemptions  ..................................................................................................................1 
17.01.060 Severability of Provision ..............................................................................................1 
 
 
17.01.010: Title 
A. This title shall be known as the Cache County Land Use Ordinance, hereinafter "this title". 
 
17.01.020: Authority and Purpose of Title 17 
A. The Cache County Council adopts this title and associated maps and appendices pursuant to 

the County Land Use Development and Management Act, Utah Code Annotated section 17-
27a as amended. 

B. The primary purpose of this title is to promote the health, safety, and welfare of the present 
and future inhabitants of the county. This includes but is not limited to securing safe routes of 
travel, safety from fire and other natural and manmade dangers, the classification and 
distribution of land use and development, protection of both residential and nonresidential 
development, and the implementation of the goals and policies of the Countywide 
Comprehensive Plan. 

 
17.01.030: Applicability 
This title applies to all lands within the unincorporated area of the county. 
 
17.01.040: Permits Required 
A. All development must obtain the review and approval of the specified land use authority. 
B. The development, alteration, or use of all buildings and property must follow the 

requirements of this title.  
 
17.01.050: Exemptions 
A. Properties owned and operated by the State of Utah or the federal government are exempt 

from the requirements this title.  
B. This exemption does not apply where state or federal law requires that the agency of federal 

or state government take steps to comply with all applicable local regulations.  
 
17.01.060: Severability of Provisions 
A. If any section, provision, sentence, or clause of this title is declared unconstitutional by a 

court of competent jurisdiction, such determination does not impair the validity of the 
remainder of this title; the remainder of this title remains in full force and effect.  

 
 
 
 
 

Exhibit A
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17.02 ADMINISTRATION 

17.02.010 Section Purpose ............................................................................................................1 
17.02.020 Rules of Procedure .......................................................................................................1 
17.02.030 Establishing Land Use Authority Duties, Authorities, and Powers ........................1 
17.02.040 Request a Variance from the Land Use Ordinance ..................................................3 
17.02.050 Effective Period of Land Use Authority Approval  ..................................................3 
17.02.060 Appeal a Land Use Authority Decision ......................................................................4 
17.02.070 Notice for Public Meetings ..........................................................................................5 
 
17.02.010 Section Purpose 
A. The purpose of this section is to: 

1. Establish the Land Use Authority for Cache County Land Use Ordinance decisions; and 
2. Establish the Appeal Authority for Cache County Land Use Ordinance variance and 

appeal decisions; and 
3. Provide direction for the process of land use review and appeal. 

 
17.02.020 Rules of Procedure 
A. The Development Services Department shall adopt rules of procedure establishing the 

application and decision making process. These policies and procedures, including, but not 
limited to, applications and fees, must be approved by resolution by the County Council.  The 
collected fees must be used to defray the costs of administering land use requests or appeals. 

 
17.02.030 Establishing Land Use Authority Duties, Authorities, and Powers 
A. Director: 

1. The Cache County Director of Development Services is established and functions as 
specified in Title 2.4 of the County Code and in this chapter; and   

2. The Director must be appointed by the Cache County Executive; and 
3. The Director has the duties, authority, and powers as set forth in this chapter.  
4. The Director must: 

a. Adopt procedures for land use application processes. These procedures must be 
approved by the County Council; and 

b. Administer and enforce the Land Use Ordinance, the Cache County Subdivision 
Ordinance, and any associated policies or procedures; and  

c. Determine the mapped location of a base or overlay zoning district boundary in 
instances where the location may be unclear. The Director must consider the 
following criteria in reaching a decision: 

i. The policies and development standards that apply to the base or overlay 
zoning district; and 

ii. Where a base or overlay zoning district map boundary is shown following a 
road, right-of-way line, interstate highway, public utility right-of-way, railroad 
line, a stream or watercourse, or a line located midway between the main track 
of a railroad, the base or overlay zoning district map boundary is deemed to be 
changed automatically whenever such centerline is changed by natural or 
artificial means; and 

d. Interpret the Use Related Definitions in the applicable base or overlay zoning district 
as contained in chapter 17.09 Schedule of Zoning Uses, of this title; and  
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5. Designee: The Director may assign a designee to act as the land use authority in the place 
of the Director.  Any designee must be identified in writing by the Director prior to any 
land use decision by the designee. 

B. Planning Commission:  
1. The Cache County Planning Commission is established as required by Utah Code 

Annotated section 17-27a-301, and has the duties, authority, and powers as found in Utah 
Code Annotated section 17-27a-302, as amended, and in this chapter; and 

2. The Executive must appoint a Planning Commission with the advice and majority 
consent of the Council; and 

3. The Planning Commission must be composed of seven (7) members. All members serve 
a term of three (3) years; and  

4. The Executive, with the advice and consent of the Council, may remove a member of the 
Planning Commission with or without cause; and 

5. The Planning Commission must adopt bylaws and rules of procedure establishing 
membership, the duties of officers and their selection, and for other purposes considered 
necessary for the functioning of the Planning Commission. These bylaws and rules of 
procedure must be approved by the Council; and 

6. The Planning Commission must provide land use review to the Council in the following: 
a. Preparing and recommending a general plan and amendments to the general plan; and 
b. Recommending land use ordinances and maps, and amendments to land use 

ordinances and maps; and  
c. On other items as the Council directs. 

C. Board of Adjustments: 
1. The Cache County Board of Adjustments, the BOA, is established and has the duties, 

authority, and powers as represented within Utah Code Annotated section 17-27a Part 7 
as amended, and in this chapter; and 

2. The BOA must be composed of five (5) members.  All members serve a term of five (5) 
years. The term of one member expires each year; and 

3. The Executive must appoint each member of the BOA with the advice and consent of the 
County Council. The Executive, with the advice and consent of the County Council, may 
remove a member of the BOA with or without cause; and 

4. The BOA must adopt bylaws and rules of procedure establishing membership, the duties 
of officers and their selection, and for other purposes considered necessary for the 
functioning of the BOA. These bylaws and rules of procedure must be approved by the 
Council. 

D. County Council:  
1. The Cache County Council is established as found in Utah Code Annotated section 17-

52-504 as amended, and in Title 2.12 of the Cache County Code, and has the land use 
duties, authority, and powers as represented in Title 2.12 of the Cache County Code, Utah 
Code Annotated section 17-53 Part 2 as amended, and this chapter. 
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E. Authority for Land Use Actions: 
1. The Land Use Authority is responsible for the land use actions as noted in the table below: 

Table 17.02.030 Authority for Land Use Actions 

Land Use Authority Land Use Action 

Director Zoning Clearance 
  Floodplain Permit 

  

Variance for maximum structure height or minimum setback 
distances 

Planning Commission Subdivision 
  Subdivision Amendment 

  Conditional Use Permit 

Board of Adjustment Variance (except as listed under Director) 

  Appeal 

Council Ordinance or Ordinance Amendment 
  Rezone 
  General Plan or General Plan Amendment 

  Annexation/Disconnection 
 
17.02.040 Request a Variance from the Land Use Ordinance 
A. Any person or entity desiring a waiver or modification of the requirements of the land use 

ordinance as applied to a parcel of property that they own, lease, or in which they hold some 
other beneficial interest must be filed with the Cache County Development Services 
Department for a variance from the terms of this title. The designated appeal authority may 
grant a variance if the requirements of Utah Code Annotated section 17-27a-702 as amended 
have been met; and 

B. A request for a variance must: 
1. Be filed with Development Services Department; and 

C. When a request for a variance is filed, notice is given as required by this chapter.  The appeal 
authority hears that issue at the next regularly scheduled meeting, unless such time is 
extended for good cause or stipulation of the parties; and 

D. The appeal authority must issue a decision in writing within fifteen (15) business days of the 
final hearing, which constitutes a final decision under Utah Code Annotated section 17-27a-8 
as amended. 

 
17.02.050 Effective Period of Land Use Authority Approval 
A. Administrative land use decisions of approval are effective for a period of one year from the 

date of land use authority approval; and  
B. The Director must issue a notice of expiration to the agent of a project no less than 90 

calendar days prior to the end of the effective period of approval; and  
C. All final documents required to record a permit or subdivision must be submitted to the 

Development Services Office no less than four weeks before the approval deadline; and 
D. Any approval that has lapsed beyond its effective period is void and any new application 

must conform to the ordinance currently in effect; and   

Exhibit A



2018 Land Use Regulations - Title 17.02 Administration 4 
 

E. No refunds are issued for void applications or permits; and  
F. At the discretion of the land use authority, the effective period of approval may be extended 

for up to six (6) months beyond the one year period of the original approval.  Within that 
extension no development or active use of the site is allowed until the permit or subdivision 
plat has been recorded and all conditions have been met.   
1. To request an extension an applicant must submit an application to the Development 

Services Office a minimum of six (6) weeks prior to the expiration of the original one 
year period of approval.   

2. Extension requests must be reviewed by the land use authority. The land use authority 
may approve an extension request only if: 
a. The reason for the extension is not economic. 
b. The applicant has shown a clear pattern of working to record the plat or permit 

throughout the entirety of the approval period. 
3. The applicant bears the burden of proving that the conditions justifying an extension have 

been met.  
G. Where an appeal of an approval has been made, the effective period for the approval does not 

begin until a final decision has been issued by the appeal authority or judge of the First 
District Court. 

 
17.02.060  Appeal a Land Use Authority Decision  
A. The Appeal Authority for Land Use Authority actions is assigned as noted in the table below: 
Table 17.02.060 Appeal a Land Use Authority Decision 

Acting Authority Appeal Authority 

Director Board of Adjustments 
Planning Commission Board of Adjustments 
Board of Adjustments First District Court 
Council First District Court 

 
B. Land use decisions may be appealed: 

1. By a person with standing that is adversely affected as a result of a land use authority's 
decision by alleging that the land use authority erred in any order, requirement, decision, 
or determination; and   

2. Only if it is the final decision issued by the proper land use authority.  The appeal of 
decisions made by supporting staff must be reviewed by the land use authority that issued 
the final decision; and 

3. If commenced within ten (10) business days of the adverse order, requirement, decision, 
or determination by filing a written notice of appeal with the Cache County Development 
Services Department. The notice of appeal must identify the decision being appealed and 
parties making the appeal; and  
a. The appellant has the burden of proving that the land use authority erred; and 

C. When a notice of appeal is filed, notice must be given as required by this chapter.  The appeal 
authority then hears that issue at the next regularly scheduled meeting for a hearing, unless 
such time is extended for good cause or stipulation of the parties; and  
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D. The appeal authority may require written briefs or memorandum of the parties as the appeal 
authority deems necessary. At the hearing, the appellant must appear in person or by agent; 
and 

E. Using Substantial Evidence as the standard of review, the appeal authority determines the 
correctness of a decision of the land use authority in its interpretation and application of a 
land use or subdivision ordinance. Only those decisions in which a land use Authority has 
applied a land use ordinance to a particular application, person, or parcel may be appealed; 
and 

F. The appeal authority must issue a decision in writing within fifteen (15) business days of the 
final hearing, which constitutes a final decision under Utah Code Annotated section 17-27a-8 
as amended; and 

G. Judicial Review: Any person adversely affected by a final decision of the Appeal Authority 
may petition the First District Court for review of the decision as permitted by law. Such a 
petition is barred unless filed within thirty (30) days after the appeal authority's decision is 
final in compliance with Utah Code Annotated section 17-27a-801(2) as amended; and  
1. The appeal authority may order its decision stayed pending district court review if the 

appeal authority finds it to be in the best interest of the county. 
 

17.02.070  Notice for Public Meetings 
A. Notice for public meetings and public hearings must comply with the Open and Public 

Meetings Act 52-4 and Utah Code Annotated section 17-27a-2 as amended.  At the discretion 
of the land use authority additional notice requirements may be applied; and 

B. Notice of the time, place, and subject matter of a meeting must be given to the person  making 
a request, the land use authority or official, other affected parties as directed by law, and all 
adjoining property owners within a three hundred foot (300') radius of the boundary of the 
subject property.   

  
 

Exhibit A



ORDINANCE NO. 2018-04 
CACHE COUNTY, UTAH 

PISGAH STONE PRODUCTS REZONE 

Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COUNTY ZONING MAP 

WHEREAS, the “County Land Use Development and Management Act,” Utah Code Ann. 
§17-27a-101 et seq., as amended (the “Act”), provides that each county may enact a land
use ordinance and a zoning map establishing regulations for land use and development; 
and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the act, the County’s Planning Commission (the “Planning 
Commission”) shall prepare and recommend to the county’s legislative body, following a 
public hearing, a proposed land use ordinance and a zoning map, or amendments thereto, 
that represent the Planning Commission’s recommendations for zoning the area within the 
county, and; 

WHEREAS, the act also provides certain procedures for the county’s legislative body to 
adopt or amend the land use ordinance and zoning map for the county, and;  

WHEREAS, the County Council caused notice of the hearing to be advertised at least ten 
(10) days before the date of the public hearing in The Herald Journal, a newspaper of 
general circulation in Cache County, and; 

WHEREAS, on January 4, 2018, 5:50 P.M. the Planning Commission held a public hearing 
for a rezone in the Forest Recreation (FR40) Zone to include the Mineral Extraction and 
Excavation (ME) Overlay Zone, which meeting was preceded by all required legal notice 
and at which time all interested parties were given the opportunity to provide written or 
oral comment concerning the proposed rezone, and; 

WHEREAS, on January 4, 2018, the Planning Commission recommended the approval of 
said rezone (4, 0) and forwarded such recommendation to the County Council for final 
action, and; 

WHEREAS, on February 13, 2018, 5:45 P.M., the County Council held a public hearing to 
consider any comments regarding the proposed rezone. The County Council accepted all 
comments, and; 

WHEREAS, after careful consideration of the recommendation of the Planning 
Commission, comments at the public hearing and other public meetings where such 
proposed rezone was discussed, and recommendation of county staff, the Council has 
determined that it is in the best interest of the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of 
Cache County to approve such rezone; 



 

Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

NOW, THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of Cache County ordains as follows: 
1.    Statutory Authority.  

The statutory authority for enacting this ordinance is Utah Code Annotated 
Sections 17-27a Part 1 and Part 3, and 17-53 Part 2 (1953, as amended to date).  

2.    Approval of Rezone.  
The County Council hereby rezones parcel 10-066-0010 and portions of parcels 
10-002-0003, 10-066-0008, 10-068-0004, and 10-067-0004 as described within 
Exhibit A currently zoned as the Forest Recreation (FR40) Zone to include the 
Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay Zone. 

3.    Adoption of Amended Zoning Map.  
The County Council hereby amends the county’s zoning map to reflect the rezone 
of the property affected by this ordinance and hereby adopts the amended zoning 
map with the amendment identified as Exhibit A, of which a detailed digital or 
paper copy is available in the Development Services Department. 

4.    Conclusions 
A. The property has been identified as likely to contain areas of high resource 

potential of delta & shoreline deposits as identified on the County Sand and 
Gravel Resource Potential Map. 

B. The proposed overlay zone does not impact and is compatible with the 
adjoining existing gravel pit to the south.  

5.  Severability. 
All parts of this ordinance are severable, and if any section, paragraph, clause or 
provision of this ordinance shall, for any reason, be held to be invalid or 
unenforceable, the invalidity or unenforceability of any such section, paragraph, 
clause or provision shall not affect the remaining sections, paragraphs, clauses or 
provisions of this ordinance. 

6.    Prior Ordinances, Resolutions, Policies and Actions Superseded.  
This ordinance amends and supersedes the Zoning Map of Cache County, and all 
prior ordinances, resolutions, policies, and actions of the Cache County Council to 
the extent that the provisions of such prior ordinances, resolutions, policies, or 
actions are in conflict with this ordinance. In all other respects, such prior 
ordinances, resolutions, policies, and actions shall remain in full force and effect.  

7.  Exhibits. 
Exhibit A: Zoning Map of Cache County showing affected portion. 

8.    Effective Date.   
This ordinance takes effect on April 12, 2018.  Following its passage but prior to 
the effective date, a copy of the ordinance shall be deposited with the County Clerk 
and a short summary of the ordinance shall be published in a newspaper of general 
circulation within the county as required by law.  

 

 



Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of April, 2018. 

In Favor Against Abstained Absent 
Erickson 
Merrill
Tidwell
Ward 
White 
Worthen 
Zilles 

 Total 

CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL ATTEST: 

 __________________________ _____________________________ 

 David Erickson, Chair  Jill Zollinger 
 Cache County Council Cache County Clerk  

Publication Date:  

________________________, 2018 
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Exhibit A: Ordinance 2018-04
Zoning Map of Cache County Affected Portion

Pisgah Stone Products Rezone

March, 2018

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS  
RE-ZONE AREA 1: PART OF THE SECTIONS 33, 34, 35, TOWNSHIP 10 NORTH RANGE 1 WEST, 
AND ALSO PART OF SECTION3, TOENSHIP 9 NORTH, RANGE 1 WEST, SALT LAKE MERIDIAN, 
LOCATED IN CACHE COUNTY, UTAH, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT THE 
SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 34; THENCE N20°11'03"E 1097.31 FEET TO THE POINT 
OF BEGINNING ON THE SOUTH LINE OF MOUNT PISGAH ROAD; THENCE N81°16'33"E 756.33 
FEET; THENCE N61°54'48"E 971.44 FEET; THENCE S83°05'10"E 1887.40 FEET; THENCE EAST 
1404.86 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO THE WEST LINE OF SAID SECTION 35; THENCE N1°30'12"E 
756.69 FEET ALONG SAID WEST LINE; THENCE S76°21'25"E 2635.93 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO 
THE MID-SECTION LINE OF SAID SECTION 35; THENCE S0°12'16"W 1542.59 FEET TO THE 
SOUTH QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 35; THENCE N89°45'29"W 2784.59 FEET ALONG 
THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID TOWNSHIP 10 TO THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 3; 
THENCE SOUTH 2666.43 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO THE EAST QUARTER CORNER OF SAID 
SECTION 3; THENCE S74°04'24"W 942.21 FEET TO THE CACHE COUNTY LINE; THENCE 
N43°28'40"W 919.92 FEET ALONG SAID COUNTY LINE; THENCE N19°55'10"W 443.27 FEET 
ALONG SAID COUNTY LINE; THENCE NORTH 453.83 FEET ALONG SAID COUNTY LINE; THENCE 
EAST 476.80 FEET TO A POINT 1213.23 FEET WEST OF THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION;  
THENCE NORTH 1392.02 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID TOWNSHIP 10; 
THENCE NORTH 863.45 FEET; THENCE N83°33'33"W 1856.16 FEET; THENCE S70°45'18"W 
817.21 FEET; THENCE S81°10'30"W 616.89 FEET; THENCE N80°38'04"W 867.60 FEET, MORE 
OR LESS, TO THE SOUTH LINE OF MOUNT PISGAH ROAD; THENCE ALONG SAID SOUTH LINE 
THE FOLLOWING FIFTEEN COURSES: 1. N0°09'10"W 73.59 FEET; N0°09'10"W 73.59 FEET; 2. 
NORTHERLY 86.82 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE EAST WITH NORTHERLY 86.82 FEET 
ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE EAST WITH A RADIUS OF 467.00 FEET AND A LONG CHORD 
BEARING N5°10'24"E 86.70 FEET; 3. N10°29'59"E 36.05 FEET; N10°29'59"E 36.05 FEET; 4. 
NORTHERLY 82.57 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE EAST WITH NORTHERLY 82.57 FEET 
ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE EAST WITH A RADIUS OF 467.00 FEET AND A LONG CHORD 
BEARING N15°33'54"E 82.47 FEET; 5. N20°37'49"E 27.13 FEET; N20°37'49"E 27.13 FEET; 6. 
NORTHEASTERLY 75.56 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTHEASTERLY 75.56 FEET 
ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHEAST WITH A RADIUS OF 87.00 FEET AND A LONG 
CHORD BEARING N45°30'46"E 73.21 FEET; 7. N70°23'42"E 166.19 FEET; N70°23'42"E 166.19 
FEET; 8. EASTERLY 5.05 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH WITH EASTERLY 5.05 
FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH WITH A RADIUS OF 67.00 FEET AND A LONG 
CHORD BEARING N72°33'20"E 5.05 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF SAID SECTION; 9. EASTERLY 
58.06 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH WITH EASTERLY 58.06 FEET ALONG A 
CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTH WITH A RADIUS OF 67.00 FEET AND A LONG CHORD BEARING  

S80°27'35"E 56.26 FEET; 10. S55°38'08"E 58.37 FEET; S55°38'08"E 58.37 FEET; 11. 
SOUTHEASTERLY 67.15 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHEASTERLY 67.15 FEET 
ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHWEST WITH A RADIUS OF 117.00 FEET ALONG A 
LONG CHORD BEARING S39°11'34"E 66.24 FEET; 12. S22°45'01"E 159.81 FEET; S22°45'01"E 
159.81 FEET; 13. SOUTHEASTERLY 120.49 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE 
SOUTHEASTERLY 120.49 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTHEAST WITH A RADIUS 
OF 78.00 FEET AND A LONG CHORD BEARING S67°00'08"E 108.86 FEET; 14. NORTHEASTERLY 
69.55 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTHEASTERLY 69.55 FEET ALONG A CURVE 
CONCAVE TO THE NORTHWEST WITH A RADIUS OF 78.00 FEET AND A LONG CHORD BEARING 
N43°12'10"E 67.27 FEET; 15. N17°39'36"E 24.09 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
N17°39'36"E 24.09 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. POINT OF BEGINNING. CONTAINING 
285.95 ACRES, MORE OR LESS.   
RE-ZONE AREA 2 : PARCEL 10-066-0010 PART OF THE NORTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 4 
TOWNSHIP 9 NORTH RANGE 1 WEST AND PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 33 
TOWNSHIP 10 NORTH RANGE 1 WEST SALT LAKE MERIDIAN, LOCATED IN CACHE COUNTY, 
UTAH, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: COMMENCING AT THE SOUTH QUARTER CORNER OF SAID 
SECTION 33; THENCE S89°45'37"E 883.55 FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 33 
TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING ON THE EAST LINE OF U.S. HIGHWAY 91; THENCE N34°31'55"W 
643.57 FEET ALONG SAID EAST LINE; THENCE N57°06'17"E 700.12 FEET (700 FEET BY RECORD) 
TO A REBAR; THENCE S34°31'55"E 782.85 FEET TO THE NORTH LINE OF MOUNT PISGAH ROAD; 
THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH LINE THE FOLLOWING FIVE COURSES: 1. WESTERLY 41.24 FEET 
ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTH WITH WESTERLY 41.24 FEET ALONG A CURVE 
CONCAVE TO THE NORTH WITH A RADIUS OF 967.00 FEET AND A LONG CHORD BEARING 
S69°10'14"W 41.24 FEET; 2. S70°23'32"W 211.15 FEET; S70°23'32"W 211.15 FEET; 3. 
WESTERLY 135.92 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTH WITH WESTERLY 135.92 
FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTH WITH A RADIUS OF 967.00 FEET AND A LONG 
CHORD BEARING S74°25'09"W 135.81 FEET; 4. SOUTHWESTERLY 242.58 FEET ALONG A CURVE 
CONCAVE TO THE SOUTHWESTERLY 242.58 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE 
SOUTHEAST WITH A RADIUS OF 266.00 FEET AND A LONG CHORD BEARING S52°19'13"W 
234.26 FEET; 5. SOUTHWESTERLY 108.98 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE 
SOUTHWESTERLY 108.98 FEET ALONG A CURVE CONCAVE TO THE NORTHWEST WITH A 
RADIUS OF 1783.28 FEET AND A LONG CHORD BEARING S24°26'38"W 108.97 FEET TO THE 
EAST LINE OF SAID HIGHWAY;   THENCE N34°31'55"W 120.04 FEET TO THE POINT OF 
BEGINNING. CONTAINING 11.52 ACRES, MORE OR LESS. 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-05 
CACHE COUNTY, UTAH 

DOMINION ENERGY REZONE 
 

Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE COUNTY ZONING MAP 
 
 

WHEREAS, the “County Land Use Development and Management Act,” Utah Code Ann. 
§17-27a-101 et seq., as amended (the “Act”), provides that each county may enact a land 
use ordinance and a zoning map establishing regulations for land use and development; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the act, the County’s Planning Commission (the “Planning 
Commission”) shall prepare and recommend to the county’s legislative body, following a 
public hearing, a proposed land use ordinance and a zoning map, or amendments thereto, 
that represent the Planning Commission’s recommendations for zoning the area within the 
county, and; 
 
WHEREAS, the act also provides certain procedures for the county’s legislative body to 
adopt or amend the land use ordinance and zoning map for the county, and;  
 
WHEREAS, the County Council caused notice of the hearing to be advertised at least ten 
(10) days before the date of the public hearing in The Herald Journal, a newspaper of 
general circulation in Cache County, and; 
 
WHEREAS, on March 1, 2018, 5:45 P.M. the Planning Commission held a public hearing 
for a rezone in the Agricultural (A10) Zone to include the Public Infrastructure (PI) 
Overlay Zone, which meeting was preceded by all required legal notice and at which time 
all interested parties were given the opportunity to provide written or oral comment 
concerning the proposed rezone, and; 
 
WHEREAS, on March 1, 2018, the Planning Commission recommended the approval of 
said rezone and forwarded such recommendation to the County Council for final action, 
and; 
 
WHEREAS, on March 27, 2018, 5:30 P.M., the County Council held a public hearing to 
consider any comments regarding the proposed rezone. The County Council accepted all 
comments, and; 
 
WHEREAS, after careful consideration of the recommendation of the Planning 
Commission, comments at the public hearing and other public meetings where such 
proposed rezone was discussed, and recommendation of county staff, the Council has 
determined that it is in the best interest of the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of 
Cache County to approve such rezone; 
 



 

Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

NOW, THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of Cache County ordains as follows: 
1.    Statutory Authority.  

The statutory authority for enacting this ordinance is Utah Code Annotated 
Sections 17-27a Part 1 and Part 3, and 17-53 Part 2 (1953, as amended to date).  

2.    Approval of Rezone.  
The County Council hereby rezones parcel 10-048-0020 and a portion of parcel 
10-048-0015, as described within Exhibit A, currently zoned as the Agricultural 
(A10) Zone to include the Public Infrastructure (PI) Overlay Zone. 

3.    Adoption of Amended Zoning Map.  
The County Council hereby amends the county’s zoning map to reflect the rezone 
of the property affected by this ordinance and hereby adopts the amended zoning 
map with the amendment identified as Exhibit A, of which a detailed digital or 
paper copy is available in the Development Services Department. 

4.    Conclusions 
A. As per §17.02.060, Establishment of Land Use Authority, the County Council is 

authorized to act as the Land Use Authority for this rezone request. 
B. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Public 

Infrastructure (PI) Overlay Zone as identified under §17.08.050[B] of the Cache 
County Code. 

C. As per §2.4-A-1-c-iii, unmanned utility facilities are exempt from meeting 
roadway standards. 

5.  Severability. 
All parts of this ordinance are severable, and if any section, paragraph, clause or 
provision of this ordinance shall, for any reason, be held to be invalid or 
unenforceable, the invalidity or unenforceability of any such section, paragraph, 
clause or provision shall not affect the remaining sections, paragraphs, clauses or 
provisions of this ordinance. 

6.    Prior Ordinances, Resolutions, Policies and Actions Superseded.  
This ordinance amends and supersedes the Zoning Map of Cache County, and all 
prior ordinances, resolutions, policies, and actions of the Cache County Council to 
the extent that the provisions of such prior ordinances, resolutions, policies, or 
actions are in conflict with this ordinance. In all other respects, such prior 
ordinances, resolutions, policies, and actions shall remain in full force and effect.  

7.  Exhibits. 
Exhibit A: Zoning Map of Cache County showing affected portion. 

8.    Effective Date.   
This ordinance takes effect on April 26, 2018.  Following its passage but prior to 
the effective date, a copy of the ordinance shall be deposited with the County Clerk 
and a short summary of the ordinance shall be published in a newspaper of general 
circulation within the county as required by law.  

 



 

Disclaimer: This is provided for informational purposes only. The formatting of this ordinance may vary 
from the official hard copy. In the case of any discrepancy between this ordinance and the official hard 
copy, the official hard copy will prevail.  

 

APPROVED AND ADOPTED this 10th day of April, 2018. 

      In Favor Against Abstained Absent 
Erickson     
Merrill     
Tidwell     
Ward     
White     
Worthen     
Zilles     

 Total     

CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL ATTEST: 

 __________________________ _____________________________ 

 David Erickson, Chair  Jill Zollinger 
 Cache County Council Cache County Clerk  

 Publication Date:  

 ________________________, 2018 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS 
 
Part of 10-048-0015 
Sardine Canyon Station Property – Proposed Leg al Description 
A parcel of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter of Section 15, Township 10 
North, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian. More particularly described as 
follows: 
Beginning at a point North 00º 09' 53" West 1393.71 feet along said section line and 
South 88° 44' 49" West 33.01 feet from the Southeast Corner of Section 15, Township 
10 North, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian to the Point of Beginning; 
running thence South 88º 44 '49" West 217.84 feet; thence North 00º 09'53" West, 
200.00 feet; thence North 88º 44' 49" East 217.84 feet; thence South 00º 09' 53" East 
200.00 feet to the Point of Beginning. 
Containing 43560 square feet or 1.00 acres more or less. 
 
Sardine Canyon Station within County Road - Utility Easement 
A parcel of land being a part of the Southeast Quarter of Section 15, Township 10 
North, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian. More particularly described as 
follows: 
Beginning at a point North 00º 09' 53" West 1393.71 feet along said section line from 
the Southeast Corner of Section 15, Township 10 North, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Base 
and Meridian, also being the centerline of 400 West and the Point of Beginning; running 
thence South 88º44' 49º West 33.01 feet; thence North 00º 09' 53" West 200.00 feet 
perpendicularly 33.00 feet from said section line; thence North 88º 44' 49" East 33.01 
feet to said section line; thence along said section line South 00º 09' 53" East 200.00 
feet to the Point of Beginning.              
Contains 6601 square feet or 0.15 acres more or less.                  
 
10-048-0020 
BEG S 68*09" W 11414.74 FT & N 0* 09'57" W 316.65 FT FROM NE COR SEC 13 T 
10N R 1W & TH N 0*09'57" W 50 FT TH S 89*50'03" W 50 FT TH S 0* 09'57" E 50 FT 
TH N 89*50'03" E 50 FT TO BEG 0.06 AC NET 39.39 AC 
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       STAFF REPORT: PETERSBORO HEIGHTS REZONE                  1 March 2018  
This staff report is an analysis of the application based on adopted county documents, standard county development practices, and 
available information.  The report is to be used to review and consider the merits of the application.  Additional information may be 
provided that supplements or amends this staff report. 

Agent: Mike & Carol Bailey Parcel ID#: 12-035-0015   
Staff Recommendation: Denial        
Type of Action: Legislative 
Land Use Authority: Cache County Council      

LOCATION Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist  

Project Address:  Acres: 5.27 
7000 W. Center Street  
Mendon 
Current Zoning:  Proposed Zoning:                     
Agricultural (A10) Rural 2 (RU2) 

Surrounding Uses:  
North – Agricultural 
South – Agricultural 
East – Agricultural/Residential 
West – Agricultural 

         
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT (16) 

A. Request description 
1. A request to rezone a 5.27-acre parcel from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) 

Zone.  

2. This rezone may allow the parcel to be legally divided into a maximum of two (2) separate lots 
as part of a subdivision process. 

3. Staff has identified general information as pertains to the subject property to assist the Planning 
Commission and County Council in arriving at a decision. This information is reflected in the 
attached maps (Attachments A & B) and in the following text: 
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a. Land Use Context:  
i. Parcel status:  In September 2002, a building permit was issued for new single-family 

dwelling on the subject property.  The property was in the same size and 
configuration when the permit was issued as it is today, making it a legal parcel.  

ii. Density: Within a mile of the proposed rezone, the average size of unincorporated 
county parcels (51 parcels) with a dwelling is 11.2 acres; the average size of parcels 
(127 parcels) without a dwelling is 29.9 acres. (Attachment A)   

The proposed RU2 zone allows a maximum density of 1 lot for every 2 acres, 
whereas the current A10 zone allows a maximum density of 1 lot for every 10 acres.  
At 5.27 acres, the subject parcel cannot be divided into any additional lots under the 
current A10 Zone; a rezone to RU2 would allow a maximum of 2 buildable lots with 
an average size of 2.63 acres, which is not consistent with the surrounding area. See 
conclusion #1.  

iii. Schedule of Zoning Uses: Under the current County Land Use Ordinance, the RU2 
Zone is more restrictive in the uses allowed when compared to the Agricultural (A10) 
Zone. There are no uses that are allowed as a permitted or conditional use within the 
RU2 Zone that are not allowed as a permitted or conditional use within the A10 Zone.  
The following uses are conditional uses in the A10 Zone but are not allowed in the 
RU2 Zone: 
 Agricultural Manufacturing 
 Recreational Facility 
 Cemetery 
 Private Airport 
 Concentrated Animal Feed Operation 
 Livestock Auction Facility 
 Topsoil Extraction 

iv. Adjacent uses: The properties adjacent to the subject property are primarily used for 
agricultural, with some residential, and vacant lots.     

v. Zone Placement: As identified by the Planning Commission and the County Council 
at the time the RU2 Zone was adopted, the intended/anticipated placement of this 
zone was in areas of the unincorporated county adjacent to municipalities. The 
proposed rezone is approximately 1.28 miles as the crow flies from the northern  
boundary of Mendon City and approximately 1.50 miles via the most direct road 
route.  The subject parcel is within the identified future annexation area for Mendon, 
but Mendon has implemented a moratorium on building permits and annexations as 
the city continues to pursue the construction of a new well so that the water supply 
can accommodate additional users.  See conclusion #1 

In the one-mile buffer area, the surrounding properties are primarily zoned A10 
(Agricultural) with the properties on the western boundary of the buffer zoned FR40 
(Forest Recreation). There is one property within the one-mile buffer that was 
recently rezoned to Commercial.  (Attachment B)  See conclusion #1 

The recently rezoned Commercial parcel (12-048-0007), approved to allow expansion 
of a non-conforming use, is approximately 1.38 miles to the northwest of the subject 
property as travelled from 7200 West past 600 North and continuing on to 8000 West.   
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B. Ordinance—§12.02.010, §17.02.060; §17.08.030 [C] 
4. As per §17.02.060, Establishment of Land Use Authority, the County Council is authorized to 

act as the Land Use Authority for this application.  

5. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Rural 2 
(RU2) Zone but does contain general guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use 
Ordinance §17.08.030 [A] [1] identifies the purpose of the RU2 Zone and includes the 
following:  

a. “To allow for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow for 
rural subdivisions, and to allow for clustering plans larger than a single parcel. This 
type of development should be located and designed to not unreasonably impede 
adjacent agricultural uses, nor to unreasonably conflict with the development standards 
of adjacent municipalities.  

b. To implement the policies of the Cache Countywide Comprehensive Plan, including 
those regarding improved roadways, density based residential standards, clustering, 
moderate income housing and municipal standards. 

c. This zone must be appropriately served by suitable public roads, have access to the 
necessary water and utilities, and have adequate provision of public services.”  See 
conclusion #2 

6. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the RU2 Zone will be addressed as part 
of each respective approval process required prior to site development activities. 

C. Access—16.04.040 [A], 16.04.080 [E], Road Manual 
7. §12.02.010 adopts the Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual) 

for roadway improvement requirements. 

8. The Road Manual specifies the following: 
a. Local Road: Roads with approximately 40 to 1500 Average Daily Traffic (ADT). This 

includes roadways that have the capacity for moderate to low speeds and moderate 
volumes. This category provides a balance between through traffic movements and direct 
access. These facilities move both regional and local rural traffic with emphasis on local 
movements.  

b. Local Roads must meet the minimum standard of two, 10-foot wide paved travel lanes with 
2-foot wide shoulders: 1-foot paved, 1-foot gravel (24 feet total width), 14-inches depth of 
granular borrow, a 6-inches depth of road base, 2.5-inches of bituminous surface course 
(asphalt), and a 66-foot wide right-of-way (ROW).   

9. A basic analysis of county road West Center Street (Local Road) is as follows: 
a. The subject property has frontage along West Center Street for about 288 feet at which 

point the road curves north and turns to 7000 West/7100 West, a county road. West Center 
Street runs east and west between 7100 West and SR 23, a UDOT facility.  

b. West Center Street is a 24-foot wide paved road with 4-foot wide gravel shoulders.  This 
paved road provides access to agricultural properties and a number of residences. 

c. The depth and type of material under West Center Street is unknown. However, this is an 
existing county facility that provides access to the general public.  

d. Winter maintenance is provided on West Center Street. See conclusion #3 



 

1 March 2018                        4 of 4 
 

 

D. Service Provisions:  See conclusion #5 
10. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control – The County Fire District evaluated the access road to the 

subdivision and determined that the access road meets fire code, but future access to the 
individual properties must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location 
of any proposed structure on the respective lots. Water supply for fire suppression is provided 
by the Mendon Fire Department. 

11. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal – Logan City Environmental currently provides service in 
this area but had no comments on the rezone request. However, they did provide feedback on 
the existing condition of refuse collection at this location. Presently, collection is provided only 
on a westbound route, but there is no road shoulder at the corner of 7000 W. Center where it 
curves resulting in containers frequently tipping over.  Future requests for development may 
require additional shoulder improvements in this area. 

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings 
12. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 15 February 2018. 
13. Notice was published in the Herald Journal on 18 February 2018. 
14. Notices were posted in three public places on 15 February 2018. 
15. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet on 15 February 2018.  
16. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the 

Development Services Office. 

CONCLUSION (5) 
Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Petersboro Heights Rezone is hereby recommended for 
denial to the County Council as follows: 

1. The location of the subject property is not compatible with the purpose of the proposed Rural 2 
(RU2) Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as: 
a. The average size of the subdivided lots, if approved, would not be consistent with the 

average size of the surrounding property. See A-3-a-ii 
b. The rezone is contrary to the stated purpose of locating the RU2 zone adjacent to 

municipalities. See A-3-a-v 
c. Mendon City has a moratorium in place and has no intent to annex any property in the near 

future. See A-3-a-v 
d. A rezone to the RU2 zone is not consistent with the zoning of the surrounding area. See A-

3-a-v 
2. It is not consistent with the Cache Countywide Comprehensive Plan’s vision to allow for 

clustering plans larger than a single parcel and to limit urban sprawl and growth in non-urban 
areas of Cache County and protect the agriculture and open space.  See B-5 

3. Although the road that fronts the subject property meets current standards, this rezone does not 
advance the general welfare of the citizens of Cache County as the County is currently unable 
to effectively maintain urban type development that this scale and density would allow. See C-
9 

4. Approving a rezone for this single lot would set a precedent for adjacent properties.  
5. Providing services to a single additional lot in this area may be possible, but the burden to 

service and maintain this type of development pattern in this area, which would be possible if 
this rezone is approved, is not in the best interest of Cache County or its citizens. See D 
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#4 Public Hearing (5:55 p.m.): Petersboro Heights Rezone 1 
 2 
Zetterquist reviewed the staff report for the Petersboro Heights Rezone. 3 
 4 
06:10:00 5 
 6 
Watterson motioned to open the public hearing; Smith seconded; Passed 6, 0. 7 
 8 
Carol Bailey commented that a better way to help determine whether the RU2 zone work for 9 
this area would be to look at the parcels that actually have homes on them. Doing the count this 10 
way means most 50% of homes are on 1 to 3 acre parcels. Mendon City has no plans to annex 11 
this area due to water problems. 12 
 13 
Mike Bailey commented that they are pursuing the rezone to make what is existing, two homes, 14 
into two legal parcels. 15 
 16 
06:16:00 17 
 18 
Watterson motioned to close the public hearing; Gunnell seconded; Passed 6, 0. 19 
 20 
Staff and Commission discussed the road. Staff did have comment from Logan Environmental 21 
that the shoulder on one side of the road had sloughed away and caused some problems for trash 22 
collection. The location of the application is not ideal for the RU2 zone according to Staff. 23 
 24 
Smith motioned to recommend denial to the County Council for the Petersboro Heights Rezone 25 
with the stated findings of facts, conclusions, and conditions; Watterson seconded; Passed 4, 2 26 
(Gunnell, Christensen, Watterson, and Smith voted yea; Olsen and Sands voted nay). 27 
 28 
06:28:00 29 
 30 
#5 Public Hearing (6:05 p.m.): Spring Ridge Rezone 31 
 32 
Zetterquist reviewed the staff report for the Spring Ridge Rezone. 33 
 34 
06:39:00 35 
 36 
Gunnell motioned to open the public hearing; Olsen seconded; Passed 6, 0. 37 
 38 
Rod Blossom commented representing Petersboro Partners. He commented on the state 39 
approved culinary water system, and how the area meets fire code for Cache County and Box 40 
Elder County, and access. The roads will be done through an HOA. The land is currently dry 41 
farmed and is not very productive farm ground. With the water system, good road access, and 42 
approval from the fire district seems to contradict staffs findings to deny. 43 
 44 
Ralph Meyer commented regarding water and during the high use months, especially summer, 45 
the water company blending the drinking water with the secondary water that has high arsenic 46 
levels. 47 
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Areas That May Require Further Analysis

GIS PARCEL SUMMARY
Parcel Number:
Property Address:

Owner Name:

Owner Address:

Base Zone:
Overlay Zone:

Legal Acreage: 5.27

7000 WEST CENTER
PETERSBORO

12-035-0015

MICHAEL & CAROL BAILEY

7000 W CENTER
PETERSBORO, UT  84325

Not Authoritative — For Preliminary Review Only

A10
None

This printout is an overview of the identified parcel based on the information in the Cache County GIS
databases. Please verify the potential pressence of areas requiring further analysis with the County's
webmaps. Sections 17.10, 17.17, and 17.18 of the Cache County Land Use Ordinance contain the
development standards and requirements associated with these areas.
Cache County assumes no liability for any errors, omissions, or inaccuracies in the information provided
regardless of the cause of such or for any decision made, action taken, or action not taken by the user in
reliance upon any maps or information provided herein. All datasets may contain errors. The information
shown here is not intended to replace evaluation by a competent, licensed professional. In particular, the
parcel boundaries are representational only and are not legal definitions of real property, nor are they intended
to replace a land survey by a licensed surveyor.

Generated on 13 Feb. 2018 at 10:30 AM

Jurisdiction: County
Future
Annexation Area: Mendon

FEMA Floodplain County Floodplain Buffer Moderate Slopes

Comp rehensive map s can be found at www.cachecounty.org/gis



LEGEND  

AREA LEGEND IF AREA PRESENT:  
Natural and/or Manmade Waterways 

Wetlands 
 

Wetland delineation, the review and determination of wetland areas, 
may be required.  Development in wetland areas shall not occur 
except as permitted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Wetland 
acreage does not count toward the assessment of developable 
acreage. 

Water Bodies 
 Development shall not occur in waterways, and acreage identified as 

waterways does not count toward the assessment of developable 
acreage.  Additional setbacks are required from waterways. 

Major Waterways  
Canals  

Floodplain 

FEMA Floodplain 

Floodplain Buffer 

 

 

A Floodplain Permit is required.  See §17.18.040 Sensitive Areas 
Analysis [A-2-c] and §17.18.050 Standards and Development Plan [B-3] 
for requirements. If structures are located within the county floodplain 
buffer, the owner/developer must provide an elevation certificate 
documenting a minimum of 1’ of freeboard for structures, or meet the 
requirements of FEMA Technical Bulletin 1 / August 2008. 

Source Water Protection Zones 

Zone 1 or 2  Septic systems are not permitted within Zone 1 or 2 of a source water 
protection zone.  See §17.10.050 Supplemental Standards [A-3-b]. 

Slopes 

Moderate Slopes 
 

Any development on moderate slopes requires a geotechnical report.  
See §17.18.040 Sensitive Areas Analysis [A-2-a] and §17.18.050 
Standards and Development Plan [B-1, 5], and §17.18.060 
Geotechnical Report Minimum Standards for requirements. 

Steep Slopes 
 

Development is not permitted on steep slopes, and this acreage does 
not count toward the assessment of developable acreage.  See 
§17.18.040 Sensitive Areas Analysis [A-1-b] and §17.18.050 Standards 
and Development Plan [A-2] for requirements. 

Geologic Hazards 
Fault Lines  

A geotechnical report is required if development is proposed within 
the hazard area(s). See §17.07.040 General Definitions; Geologic 
Hazard; Sensitive Area; for requirements see§17.18.040 Sensitive 
Areas Analysis [A-2-e] and §17.18.050 Standards and Development 
Plan [B-5], and §17.18.060 Geotechnical Report Minimum Standards. 
 

Debris Flow  
Landslide Scarps  

Landslide 
 

Liquefaction Potential: 

6=Moderate to High 

7= High 
 

 
  



Important Habitat Areas 

Maguire Primrose 
 

A Habitat Management Plan is required. See §17.18.040 Sensitive 
Areas Analysis [A-2-d] and §17.18.050 Standards and Development 
Plan [B-4] for requirements. 
 

Canada Lynx 
 

Greater Sage Grouse 
 

Yellow-Billed Cuckoo 
 

Wildfire Hazards 
Wildland-Urban 

Interface  

Additional requirements and standards may apply.  Contact the Cache 
County Fire District and refer to the 2006 Utah Wildland-Urban 
Interface Code. 
 

Wildfire Hazard 

Medium 

High 

Extreme 

 

 

 
Agricultural Protection Areas 

Protection Areas 

100’ Buffer 
 

 

See the recorded Agriculture Protection Area. See §2.70 Agriculture 
Protection Area Advisory Board; See also UCA §17-41. 

Airport Overlays 
65 Ldn Noise Area  

For airport areas, see §17.17.060 Schedule of Uses to determine if the 
proposed use is permitted in the airport zone.  Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) review may also be required.   

 
 

Inner Approach Zone  

Approach Zone  

Traffic Pattern Zone 
 

Influence Area 
 

FAA Regulation Part 77 

1,000 ft / 100 = 10 ft 
 

2,000 ft/ 100 = 20 ft  

3,000 ft/ 100 = 30 ft 
 

4,000 ft/ 100 = 40 ft 
 

4,500 ft/ 100 = 45 ft 
 

 













PETERSBORO HEIGHTS REZONE 
NOTE TO FILE 
Public Comment – Telephone Conversation 

Richard Cheney 
241 North 7100 West 
Mr. Cheney called on 27 February 2018 to express his support of the Petersboro Heights Rezone.  He 
stated that the area where a new home would be built (if the rezone is approved) needs to be cleaned 
up after a fire years ago that gutted the original home and where an old mobile home has been sitting 
vacate since the new house was built.  It is wasted space and not used for farming, so he supports a 
rezone to build another house. 
Mr. Cheney is not able to attend the public hearing but he wanted his comments in support of the 
rezone shared with the Planning Commission.  
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       STAFF REPORT: SPRING RIDGE REZONE                   1 March 2018  
This staff report is an analysis of the application based on adopted county documents, standard county development practices, and 
available information.  The report is to be used to review and consider the merits of the application.  Additional information may be 
provided that supplements or amends this staff report. 

Agent: Rod Blossom Parcel ID#: 12-045-0009   
Staff Recommendation: Denial        
Type of Action: Legislative 
Land Use Authority: Cache County Council      

LOCATION Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist  

Project Address:  Acres: 63.04 
7800 West 2300 North 
Petersboro 
Current Zoning:  Proposed Zoning:                     
Agricultural (A10) Rural 2 (RU2) 

Surrounding Uses:  
North – Agricultural/Residential  
South – Agricultural/Residential 
East – SR30/Agricultural/Residential 
West – Box Elder County 

         
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
FINDINGS OF FACT (22) 

A. Request description 
1. A request to rezone a 63.04-acre parcel from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) 

Zone.  

2. This rezone may allow the parcel to be legally divided into a maximum of thirty-one (31) 
separate lots as part of a subdivision process.  The actual number of developable lots may be 
less if there are any sensitive areas that remove portions of the property from developable 
acreage.  

3. Staff has identified general information as pertains to the subject property to assist the Planning 
Commission and County Council in arriving at a decision. This information is reflected in the 
attached maps (Attachments A & B) and in the following text: 
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a. Land Use Context:  
i. Parcel status:  The property is a legal parcel.  The parcel number for this property was 

12-045-0002 on the 1978 plat and was 79.73 acres; the 1970 plat indicates it was 
69.91 acres.  On both the 1978 and 1970 plats, there is a right-of-way that cuts 
through the property from northwest corner to the center of the south boundary. At 
that time, the border between Box Elder and Cache County ran along the north 
boundary line of the subject property.  At some point, the right-of-way was realigned 
along the northern boundary line. In 2005, the property to the south was divided 
through a subdivision process, the Allen Burris Lot Split.  The Spring Ridge 
Subdivision Phase I, a 9-lot subdivision, to the west was approved in 2006.   Future 
phases of the Spring Ridge Subdivision proposed to include the subject property, but 
were never pursued.  The subject property is in the same size and configuration when 
the surrounding subdivisions were approved, making it a legal parcel despite the 
variations in acreage over time.   

ii. Density: Within a mile of the proposed rezone that lies within Cache County, the 
average size of unincorporated county parcels (65 parcels) with a dwelling is 9.3 
acres; the average size of parcels (76 parcels) without a dwelling is 27.6 acres. 
(Attachment A)   

The proposed RU2 zone allows a maximum density of 1 lot for every 2 acres, 
whereas the current A10 zone allows a maximum density of 1 lot for every 10 acres.  
At 63.04 acres, the subject parcel could be divided into a maximum of 6 lots under 
the current A10 Zone; a rezone to RU2 would allow a maximum of 31 buildable lots 
with an average size of 2.03 acres each, which is not consistent with the surrounding 
area. See conclusion #1  

iii. Schedule of Zoning Uses: Under the current County Land Use Ordinance, the RU2 
Zone is more restrictive in the uses allowed when compared to the Agricultural (A10) 
Zone. There are no uses that are allowed as a permitted or conditional use within the 
RU2 Zone that are not allowed as a permitted or conditional use within the A10 Zone.  
The following uses are conditional uses in the A10 Zone but are not allowed in the 
RU2 Zone: 
 Agricultural Manufacturing 
 Recreational Facility 
 Cemetery 
 Private Airport 
 Concentrated Animal Feed Operation 
 Livestock Auction Facility 
 Topsoil Extraction 

iv. Adjacent uses: The properties adjacent to the subject property are agricultural, 
residential, and vacant lots.     

v. Zone Placement: As identified by the Planning Commission and the County Council 
at the time the RU2 Zone was adopted, the intended/anticipated placement of this 
zone was in areas of the unincorporated county adjacent to municipalities. The 
proposed rezone is approximately 3.77 miles as the crow flies from the northern  
boundary of Mendon City and approximately 4.31 miles via the most direct road 
route.  The subject parcel is within the identified future annexation area for Mendon, 
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but Mendon has implemented a moratorium on building permits and annexations as 
the city continues to pursue the construction of a new well so that the water supply 
can accommodate additional users. Given the distance of the subject property from 
the boundary of the current Mendon City limits, it is unlikely that this area will be 
annexed in the near future even after the moratorium has been lifted. See conclusion 
#1 

In the one-mile buffer area, the surrounding properties are primarily zoned A10 
(Agricultural). There are two areas that were rezoned to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone and 
then divided: High Country Estates Rezone and the Moake Mini Subdivision Rezone.  
(Attachment B)   

The High Country Estates Rezone from A10 to RU2 was approved by the County 
Council on July 26, 2011 allowing for 29 buildable lots on 59.51 acres. The 
subdivision was subsequently approved on March 27, 2012 and amended in 2016.  
The Moake Mini Subdivision Rezone was approved by the County Council in 
February 2014 allowing for a 5 buildable lots on 10 acres. The Moake Subdivision 
was approved in May 2014 for 3 lots; the subdivision still has the potential for 2 
additional building lots.   The intense development of these subdivisions has resulted 
in service issues, water problems, and other development-related complaints from 
residents.  

In March 2012, an application requesting the rezone of 349 acres from the 
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone was submitted.  The application 
involved 11 parcels, including the subject parcel.  The request was heard by the 
Planning Commission initially on 3 May 2012 and then continued to 7 June 2012 
when the Commission voted to recommend denial of the request to the County 
Council.  There was significant public input received opposing the rezone request 
including multiple letters and a petition with a 150 signatures. A public hearing was 
set for County Council on 10 July 2012 and the item was continued without a vote or 
decision to the meeting on 31 July 2012 then 14 August 2012 and then 28 August 
2012 when it was finally tabled indefinitely by the Council.  That original request has 
not been back to the County Council for further action. Staff recommends the request 
be considered withdrawn with this rezone request. See conclusion #2 

B. Ordinance—§12.02.010, §17.02.060; §17.08.030 [C] 
4. As per §17.02.060, Establishment of Land Use Authority, the County Council is authorized to 

act as the Land Use Authority for this application. A rezone request is a legislative action and 
the County Council, as the ultimate authority for making the decision on a rezone request, has a 
great amount of flexibility in how it handles a legislative land use decision. The only criteria 
for adopting a legislative decision, either for or against an issue, is that it advances the general 
welfare, and does not violate state or federal statutes and constitutions. 

5. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Rural 2 
(RU2) Zone but does contain general guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use 
Ordinance §17.08.030 [A] [1] identifies the purpose of the RU2 Zone and includes the 
following:  

a. “To allow for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow for 
rural subdivisions, and to allow for clustering plans larger than a single parcel. This 
type of development should be located and designed to not unreasonably impede 
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adjacent agricultural uses, nor to unreasonably conflict with the development standards 
of adjacent municipalities. 

b. To implement the policies of the Cache Countywide Comprehensive Plan, including 
those regarding improved roadways, density based residential standards, clustering, 
moderate income housing and municipal standards. 

c. This zone must be appropriately served by suitable public roads, have access to the 
necessary water and utilities, and have adequate provision of public services.”   

C. Cache Countywide Comprehensive Plan 
6. The Cache Countywide Comprehensive Plan (“Plan”) was adopted in January 1998 with the 

primary purpose is to recommend orderly future patterns of land use (Plan, pg.1).   
7. The Land Use Element of the Plan further establishes as goals of residential housing 

development to: 1) limit urban sprawl and growth in non-urban areas of Cache County and 
protect the agriculture and open space; 2) preserve and protect the rural atmosphere of non-
urban areas of Cache County. Strategies that were included as part of these stated goals include 
limiting the size of subdivisions to 4 houses in unincorporated areas, limit large residential 
subdivisions to incorporated areas, and impose impact fees to help provide essential services. 
(Plan, Land Use Element, pg. 111) See conclusion #3 

D. Access—16.04.040 [A], 16.04.080 [E], Road Manual 
8. §12.02.010 adopts the Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual) 

for roadway improvement requirements. 

9. The Road Manual specifies the following: 
a. Local Road: Roads with approximately 40 to 1500 Average Daily Traffic (ADT). This 

includes roadways that have the capacity for moderate to low speeds and moderate 
volumes. This category provides a balance between through traffic movements and direct 
access. These facilities move both regional and local rural traffic with emphasis on local 
movements.  

b. Local Roads must meet the minimum standard of two, 10-foot wide paved travel lanes with 
2-foot wide shoulders: 1-foot paved, 1-foot gravel (24 feet total width), 14-inches depth of 
granular borrow, a 6-inches depth of road base, 2.5-inches of bituminous surface course 
(asphalt), and a 66-foot wide right-of-way (ROW).   

10. The subject property has frontage along 2400 North, a county road, and SR 30, a UDOT facility.  

11. A basic analysis of county road 2400 West (Local Road) is as follows: 
a. 2400 North runs along the north boundary of the property and connects to 8000 West.   
b. Is a 34-foot wide paved road with 6-foot wide gravel shoulders.  This paved road provides 

access to agricultural properties and a number of residences. 
c. The depth and type of material under 2400 West is unknown. However, this is an existing 

county facility that provides access to the general public.  
d. Winter maintenance is provided  See conclusion #4 

12. SR 30: 
i. Is a state highway that provides access to the general public and is under the jurisdiction 

of the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT). 
ii. Any access to the subdivision from SR 30 requires UDOT approval.  
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E. Service Provisions: 
13. Resolution No. 2015-20 – In August 2015, the Cache County Council reviewed the impact of 

new development along unimproved roadways on the safety and welfare of citizens of Cache 
County.  Further, the Council determined that given the existing budget constraints there is not 
funding sufficient for the existing roadways to be properly maintained.  Consequently, the 
Council adopted Resolution No. 2015-20 limiting expansion of road services on substandard 
roads including no expansion of winter maintenance.  The existing county road, 2400 North, 
would require additional maintenance activities if a rezone to the highest density allowed in the 
county were approved for the subject property, which conflicts with the resolution.  

14. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control – The County Fire District evaluated the access road to the 
subdivision and determined that the access road meets fire code, but future access to the 
individual properties must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location 
of any proposed structure on the respective lots. Water supply for fire suppression is provided 
by the Mendon Fire Department. 

15. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal – Logan City Environmental had no comments on the 
rezone request.  

16. §16.04.080 [A] Water Requirements – Domestic water rights are required for subdivided lots.  
Although the present request is not for a subdivision, an approved rezone would allow a 
maximum of 31 lots requiring 31 separate water shares for domestic culinary use as well as 
secondary water rights for irrigation.  The applicant indicates that they have documentation 
showing adequate water levels for this scale of development, however, staff has not reviewed 
the documentation and the feedback staff has received from the Fire Department and residents 
in the area indicates water is a concern for current residents and may impact future 
development. See conclusion #1 

17. Other Services – This rezone request, in addition to the previously approved High Country 
Estates and Moake Mini Subdivision rezones and subdivisions, would develop a sizeable 
community.  This type of development, with the nearest services being located in Logan, 
approximately 10 miles away, can aptly be described as sprawl, and will cause an increase in 
vehicle miles traveled for all activities, even to obtain the most basic services. See conclusion 
#1 

F. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings 
18. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 15 February 2018. 
19. Notice was published in the Herald Journal on 18 February 2018. 
20. Notices were posted in three public places on 15 February 2018. 
21. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet on 15 February 2018.  
22. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the 

Development Services Office. 
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CONCLUSION (4) 
Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Spring Ridge Rezone is hereby recommended for denial 
to the County Council as follows: 

1. The location of the subject property is not compatible with the purpose of the proposed Rural 2 
(RU2) Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as: 
a. The average size of the subdivided lots, if approved, would not be consistent with the 

average size of the surrounding properties. See A-3-a-ii 
b. The subject property it is not adequately serviced by utilities or public service provision. 

See E-16, E-17 
c. The rezone is contrary to the state purpose of locating the RU2 zone adjacent to 

municipalities.  See A-3-a-v 
2. The previous Spring Ridge Estates Rezone request is hereby determined to be withdrawn.  
3. It is not consistent with the Cache Countywide Comprehensive Plan’s vision to limit urban 

sprawl and growth in non-urban areas of Cache County and protect the agriculture and open 
space by limiting the size of subdivisions to 4 houses, limit large residential subdivisions to 
incorporated areas, and impose impact fee to provide essential services. See C-7 

4. Although the county road, 2400 North, that fronts the subject property meets current standards, 
this rezone does not advance the general welfare of the citizens of Cache County as the County 
is currently unable to effectively maintain urban type development of this scale and density. 
See D-11 
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#4 Public Hearing (5:55 p.m.): Petersboro Heights Rezone 1 
 2 
Zetterquist reviewed the staff report for the Petersboro Heights Rezone. 3 
 4 
06:10:00 5 
 6 
Watterson motioned to open the public hearing; Smith seconded; Passed 6, 0. 7 
 8 
Carol Bailey commented that a better way to help determine whether the RU2 zone work for 9 
this area would be to look at the parcels that actually have homes on them. Doing the count this 10 
way means most 50% of homes are on 1 to 3 acre parcels. Mendon City has no plans to annex 11 
this area due to water problems. 12 
 13 
Mike Bailey commented that they are pursuing the rezone to make what is existing, two homes, 14 
into two legal parcels. 15 
 16 
06:16:00 17 
 18 
Watterson motioned to close the public hearing; Gunnell seconded; Passed 6, 0. 19 
 20 
Staff and Commission discussed the road. Staff did have comment from Logan Environmental 21 
that the shoulder on one side of the road had sloughed away and caused some problems for trash 22 
collection. The location of the application is not ideal for the RU2 zone according to Staff. 23 
 24 
Smith motioned to recommend denial to the County Council for the Petersboro Heights Rezone 25 
with the stated findings of facts, conclusions, and conditions; Watterson seconded; Passed 4, 2 26 
(Gunnell, Christensen, Watterson, and Smith voted yea; Olsen and Sands voted nay). 27 
 28 
06:28:00 29 
 30 
#5 Public Hearing (6:05 p.m.): Spring Ridge Rezone 31 
 32 
Zetterquist reviewed the staff report for the Spring Ridge Rezone. 33 
 34 
06:39:00 35 
 36 
Gunnell motioned to open the public hearing; Olsen seconded; Passed 6, 0. 37 
 38 
Rod Blossom commented representing Petersboro Partners. He commented on the state 39 
approved culinary water system, and how the area meets fire code for Cache County and Box 40 
Elder County, and access. The roads will be done through an HOA. The land is currently dry 41 
farmed and is not very productive farm ground. With the water system, good road access, and 42 
approval from the fire district seems to contradict staffs findings to deny. 43 
 44 
Ralph Meyer commented regarding water and during the high use months, especially summer, 45 
the water company blending the drinking water with the secondary water that has high arsenic 46 
levels. 47 
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Larry Olsen commented that the land in the surrounding area has beautiful crops, water, and 1 
concerns with sewage and septic systems contaminating surrounding springs. 2 
 3 
Don Wilcox commented against the rezone due to water.  4 
 5 
Chris Burbank commented against the rezone due to potential flooding impacts, road 6 
maintenance, lack of coverage from Sheriff’s office, and increasing traffic concerns.  7 
 8 
Vern Nelson commented against the rezone due to water and water rights, and the possibility of 9 
this rezone opening the door for other RU2 rezones in this area. 10 
 11 
Brent Linford commented against the rezone due to concerns with the septic and sewage 12 
contaminating current wells, fire response time being slow due to lack of daytime coverage with 13 
Mendon Fire Department, and traffic. 14 
 15 
Lisa Burbank commented against the rezone due to neighbors not understanding the sights, 16 
smells, and sounds of agriculture, HOA roads can’t keep up with maintenance and so they roads 17 
are being switched to county roads, and flooding potential. 18 
 19 
Alisha Case commented against the rezone due to concerns with water, and emergency services 20 
delayed response time.  21 
 22 
Brett Chambers commented that adequate water will be supplied and the quantity and quality of 23 
water needs to be brought up with the state water engineer. Mr. Chambers commented in rebuttal 24 
of conclusions 1a, b and c, 3, and 4.  25 
 26 
Steve Taylor commented for the rezone and disputed staff’s information regarding lot size with 27 
homes, the arsenic levels, adequate water for fire suppression, and good roads. 28 
 29 
Natalie Erickson commented in regards to the integrity of the neighborhood and the tension that 30 
comes with agricultural uses of the land, the current water infrastructure is not there for more 31 
than 62 homes. More homes on that infrastructure is going to stress the water issue for the 32 
current homes, water rights were commented on, a new well could affect other wells in the area, 33 
two years ago there was no water for fire suppression, the funds are not there for HOA approved 34 
roads.   35 
 36 
Paul Gibbons commented that he was a CPA for the Petersboro Partners and has asked the 37 
county for analysis for what this type of development would do for the County. He said he had 38 
provided his own analysis. 39 
 40 
Eric Dursteler  commented that he was the engineer for the Willow Creek Water Company and 41 
that no one is drinking arsenic water; the water is blended but is done so under the State’s arsenic 42 
blending plan; everyone will be connected to the pond for irrigation water. 43 
 44 
Jack Nixon commented that if the water issue can be resolved, it’s a good area to build a home. 45 
 46 
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Gloria Hansen commented that her husband is one of the partners and they still have roots in 1 
Cache Valley and the intent of the partners is to create a quality development. 2 
 3 
Rod Blossom commented on the water connections. The water system works almost the same 4 
way as Logan City only on a smaller scale. HOA roads will be set up and clustering around a 5 
water system is the best way for a RU2 development. 6 
 7 
07:41:00 8 
 9 
Sands motioned to close the public hearing; Watterson seconded; Passed 6, 0. 10 
 11 
Staff and Commission discussed roads being taken over by the county, the questions raised by 12 
public comment regarding water,  13 
 14 
Gunnell motioned to recommend denial to the County Council for the Spring Ridge Rezone with 15 
the stated findings of facts, conclusions, and conditions; Watterson seconded; Passed 5, 0 16 
(Sands abstained). 17 
 18 
07:49:00 19 
 20 
Staff Reports 21 
 22 
Harrild gave a review of next month’s agenda. 23 
 24 
Runhaar gave an update on action taken by the Council for ordinances. 25 
 26 
07:52:00 27 
 28 
Adjourned 29 
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Areas That May Require Further Analysis

GIS PARCEL SUMMARY
Parcel Number:
Property Address:

Owner Name:

Owner Address:

Base Zone:
Overlay Zone:

Legal Acreage: 63.04

(Not Available)
12-045-0009

PETERSBORO PARTNERS LLC

5518 S WALKER WOODS LN
SALT LAKE CITY, UT  84117-
7661

Not Authoritative — For Preliminary Review Only

A10
None

This printout is an overview of the identified parcel based on the information in the Cache County GIS
databases. Please verify the potential pressence of areas requiring further analysis with the County's
webmaps. Sections 17.10, 17.17, and 17.18 of the Cache County Land Use Ordinance contain the
development standards and requirements associated with these areas.
Cache County assumes no liability for any errors, omissions, or inaccuracies in the information provided
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LEGEND  

AREA LEGEND IF AREA PRESENT:  
Natural and/or Manmade Waterways 

Wetlands 
 

Wetland delineation, the review and determination of wetland areas, 
may be required.  Development in wetland areas shall not occur 
except as permitted by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  Wetland 
acreage does not count toward the assessment of developable 
acreage. 

Water Bodies 
 Development shall not occur in waterways, and acreage identified as 

waterways does not count toward the assessment of developable 
acreage.  Additional setbacks are required from waterways. 

Major Waterways  
Canals  

Floodplain 

FEMA Floodplain 

Floodplain Buffer 

 

 

A Floodplain Permit is required.  See §17.18.040 Sensitive Areas 
Analysis [A-2-c] and §17.18.050 Standards and Development Plan [B-3] 
for requirements. If structures are located within the county floodplain 
buffer, the owner/developer must provide an elevation certificate 
documenting a minimum of 1’ of freeboard for structures, or meet the 
requirements of FEMA Technical Bulletin 1 / August 2008. 

Source Water Protection Zones 

Zone 1 or 2  Septic systems are not permitted within Zone 1 or 2 of a source water 
protection zone.  See §17.10.050 Supplemental Standards [A-3-b]. 

Slopes 

Moderate Slopes 
 

Any development on moderate slopes requires a geotechnical report.  
See §17.18.040 Sensitive Areas Analysis [A-2-a] and §17.18.050 
Standards and Development Plan [B-1, 5], and §17.18.060 
Geotechnical Report Minimum Standards for requirements. 

Steep Slopes 
 

Development is not permitted on steep slopes, and this acreage does 
not count toward the assessment of developable acreage.  See 
§17.18.040 Sensitive Areas Analysis [A-1-b] and §17.18.050 Standards 
and Development Plan [A-2] for requirements. 

Geologic Hazards 
Fault Lines  

A geotechnical report is required if development is proposed within 
the hazard area(s). See §17.07.040 General Definitions; Geologic 
Hazard; Sensitive Area; for requirements see§17.18.040 Sensitive 
Areas Analysis [A-2-e] and §17.18.050 Standards and Development 
Plan [B-5], and §17.18.060 Geotechnical Report Minimum Standards. 
 

Debris Flow  
Landslide Scarps  

Landslide 
 

Liquefaction Potential: 

6=Moderate to High 

7= High 
 

 
  



Important Habitat Areas 

Maguire Primrose 
 

A Habitat Management Plan is required. See §17.18.040 Sensitive 
Areas Analysis [A-2-d] and §17.18.050 Standards and Development 
Plan [B-4] for requirements. 
 

Canada Lynx 
 

Greater Sage Grouse 
 

Yellow-Billed Cuckoo 
 

Wildfire Hazards 
Wildland-Urban 

Interface  

Additional requirements and standards may apply.  Contact the Cache 
County Fire District and refer to the 2006 Utah Wildland-Urban 
Interface Code. 
 

Wildfire Hazard 

Medium 

High 

Extreme 

 

 

 
Agricultural Protection Areas 

Protection Areas 

100’ Buffer 
 

 

See the recorded Agriculture Protection Area. See §2.70 Agriculture 
Protection Area Advisory Board; See also UCA §17-41. 

Airport Overlays 
65 Ldn Noise Area  

For airport areas, see §17.17.060 Schedule of Uses to determine if the 
proposed use is permitted in the airport zone.  Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) review may also be required.   

 
 

Inner Approach Zone  

Approach Zone  

Traffic Pattern Zone 
 

Influence Area 
 

FAA Regulation Part 77 

1,000 ft / 100 = 10 ft 
 

2,000 ft/ 100 = 20 ft  

3,000 ft/ 100 = 30 ft 
 

4,000 ft/ 100 = 40 ft 
 

4,500 ft/ 100 = 45 ft 
 

 



Planning Commission By-laws and Rules of Procedure
ARTICLE 8 – COMMUNICATION AND CORRESPONDENCE
8-1. To ensure that the decision-making process is fair and impartial, the Planning Commission is to abide
by certain standards regarding "ex parte" communication on cases under review.

8-1-1. Ex parte communication is defined as "oral or written, off-the record communication
made to or by commissioners or commission decision-making personnel, without notice to
parties, that is directed to the merits or outcome of an on-the-record proceeding."

8-1-2. If prohibited ex parte communication is attempted, the Commissioner involved should
first attempt to stop the party from engaging in prohibited behavior, then document the attempt
and notify the Secretary. The Secretary will then enter a statement into the public file and make
copies of the statement available to other parties in the case.



Chris Harrild, AICP
Planning Manager





Planning Commission By-laws and Rules of Procedure
ARTICLE 8 – COMMUNICATION AND CORRESPONDENCE
8-1. To ensure that the decision-making process is fair and impartial, the Planning 
Commission is to abide
by certain standards regarding "ex parte" communication on cases under review.

8-1-1. Ex parte communication is defined as "oral or written, off-the record 
communication
made to or by commissioners or commission decision-making personnel, without 
notice to
parties, that is directed to the merits or outcome of an on-the-record proceeding."

8-1-2. If prohibited ex parte communication is attempted, the Commissioner involved 
should
first attempt to stop the party from engaging in prohibited behavior, then document 
the attempt
and notify the Secretary. The Secretary will then enter a statement into the public file 
and make
copies of the statement available to other parties in the case.





Planning Commission By-laws and Rules of Procedure
ARTICLE 8 – COMMUNICATION AND CORRESPONDENCE
8-1. To ensure that the decision-making process is fair and impartial, the Planning Commission is to abide
by certain standards regarding "ex parte" communication on cases under review.

8-1-1. Ex parte communication is defined as "oral or written, off-the record communication
made to or by commissioners or commission decision-making personnel, without notice to
parties, that is directed to the merits or outcome of an on-the-record proceeding."

8-1-2. If prohibited ex parte communication is attempted, the Commissioner involved should
first attempt to stop the party from engaging in prohibited behavior, then document the attempt
and notify the Secretary. The Secretary will then enter a statement into the public file and make
copies of the statement available to other parties in the case.





Angie Zetterquist - Re: Spring Ridge Rezone Request - Proponent Information

From: Joe Chambers <jchambers@utahlawfirm.com>
To: Lee Edwards <LEdwards@cacheattorney.org>
Date: 3/2/2018 11:12 AM
Subject: Re: Spring Ridge Rezone Request - Proponent Information
Cc: Chris Harrild <Chris.Harrild@cachecounty.org>, Tony Baird <tbaird@cachea...

Lee, 

I would ask that the county attorney's office review a couple of processes (rules-procedures-
protocols, whatever you want to call them) that the Development Office and the PC seem to have 
adopted. 

First, I re-reviewed the information that the Development Office provides to the PC members and 
the public in their report-recommendation.  The County via the Planning Office draws a distinction 
between the dual role the PC serves - Legislative and Administrative.  Brett and I gave this some 
further thought and Chris's supposition (expressed in an earlier email) that my attempt to contact 
the PC members via their business email addresses (the ones the Development Office uses to 
communicate with them) would be an improper ex parte contact, is in my opinion, seriously flawed 
for another reason.  I am asking the county attorney's office to review and comment on this 
concern.  

The action I was attempting to have communication on was under the Development Office's own 
definitions clearly a quasi- legislative or legislative one.  The rule Chris cited would have to be 
subject to my rights and my client's first amendment rights to communicate with the PC members 
acting in this legislative role.  Otherwise this rule is saying that when they are acting in a legislative 
role that a citizen's right to have input into that legislative process is denied or hampered or limited 
to the the role that the Development Office allows them to have (i.e., communicate only through 
our office and only at the public hearing portion).  This indeed would be a unique position - one I 
have not seen employed at the national, state or local legislative process.  I think that the rule relied 
upon by Chris is clearly unconstitutional when the matter before the PC is a legislative one.  I 
would be interested in your thoughts.

Second, I was not able to attend the meeting last evening as I did not finish my  mediation in SLC 
involving a construction dispute until late in the PM.  Brett did attend for me.  He indicated that he 
perceived there was a pre-meeting (workshop) that the PC Members and the Development office 
hold prior to the public meeting and that the public is not invited (or allowed?) to attend that 
meeting or if the public is allowed into that room you would be watching the PC members and 
Development Office staff members eat and discuss matters and feel that you were crashing their 
social event.  This raises the same concerns in my mind if the PC is acting in a legislative capacity.  
I have not thought through the implications of that pre-meeting as to the PC acting in an 
administrative capacity.   Again I would be interested in your thoughts.
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I raise these items because perception often is the reality . . .  and the perception my client received 
(and I would think any member of the public) last evening was that the decision was made in that 
workshop meeting and the rest of the public hearing was just a dog and pony show.  

These thoughts are genuine concerns I have about the process and I would appreciate that they not 
be dismissed as sour-grapes. They are not.  I respect the volunteer work that the citizen PC 
members and elected officials provide to the community.  And I respect the process.  But if there 
are flaws in the process I am also interested in seeing the process improved.

Best regards, 

Joe Chambers

On 3/1/2018 8:58 AM, Chris Harrild wrote:

The additional information and comments you have provided have been fo
rwarded to the Planning Commission. 

Chris 

On Feb 28, 2018, at 8:53 PM, Joe Chambers <jchambers@utahlaw
firm.com> wrote: 

Please provide the following to the Planning Commission memb
ers for the  
meeting tomorrow evening - including a copy of this email. 

    Requests were made of County Officials over six (6) days
 ago to be  
provided the PC members business emails in order to send thi
s  
information earlier to the planning commission members via e
mail for  
their consideration - the same email addresses that the Deve
lopment  
Office uses to communicate with the PC members - with a copy
 this  
material sent to the Development office by cc:.  But having 
been denied  
that information (even though these emails are classified as
 a Public  
Records under Utah Code 63G-2-301) we are sending this infor
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mation to  
the Development office with this now late request to send it
 to the PC  
members for their consideration.  We do so without waiving o
ur rights to  
object to the Development Office rules or process which have
 effectively  
prevented us from timely communicating our information with 
 the public  
officials directly.  Particularly when this specific process
 - emailing  
to this email address - is not widely known, was only disclo
sed to us  
this afternoon, and the request to provide it directly to th
e PC members  
with a copy to the Development Office poses no harm to the p
ublic, but  
undermines the fairness of the process so significantly. 
Respectfully, 
Joseph M. Chambers 

--  
<TEXT.htm> 
<2015 HPC letterhead gif v card.jpg> 
<Proponents packet to Planning Commisioners 2.21.2108.pdf> 
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Chris Harrild - Spring Ridge Rezone Request - Proponent Information

From: Joe Chambers <jchambers@utahlawfirm.com>
To: <angie.zetterquist@cachecounty.org>
Date: 2/28/2018 8:53 PM
Subject: Spring Ridge Rezone Request - Proponent Information
Cc: "Craig Buttars, Cache Executive" <craig.buttars@cachecounty.org>, Rod Bl...
Attachments: Proponents packet to Planning Commisioners 2.21.2108.pdf

Please provide the following to the Planning Commission members for the meeting tomorrow 
evening - including a copy of this email.

    Requests were made of County Officials over six (6) days ago to be provided the PC members 
business emails in order to send this information earlier to the planning commission members via 
email for their consideration - the same email addresses that the Development Office uses to 
communicate with the PC members - with a copy this material sent to the Development office by 
cc:.  But having been denied that information (even though these emails are classified as a Public 
Records under Utah Code 63G-2-301) we are sending this information to the Development office 
with this now late request to send it to the PC members for their consideration.  We do so without 
waiving our rights to object to the Development Office rules or process which have effectively 
prevented us from timely communicating our information with  the public officials directly.  
Particularly when this specific process - emailing to this email address - is not widely known, was 
only disclosed to us this afternoon, and the request to provide it directly to the PC members with a 
copy to the Development Office poses no harm to the public, but undermines the fairness of the 
process so significantly. 
Respectfully, 
Joseph M. Chambers    

-- 
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SPRING RIDGE REZONE REQUEST   3/01/18 

 

INDEX: 
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Chris Harrild - rezone application for Sierra Ridge, Petersboro/Mendon

From: Natalie Erickson <natjoreri@gmail.com>
To: Chris Harrild <Chris.Harrild@cachecounty.org>, <angie.zetterquist@cachec...
Date: 2/28/2018 11:51 PM
Subject: rezone application for Sierra Ridge, Petersboro/Mendon
Attachments: Department of Environmental Quality - letter July 2015, 120 connections.pdf; 

Department of Environmental Quality, letter October 2009.pdf; Department of 
Environmental Quality, R309-510, capacity requirements.docx; Departmet of 
Environmental Quality,Email, Jan. 2018.pdf

Dear Planning & Zoning Commission/Department,

I am writing to express my gratitude to the Planning Department for their very thorough 
investigation and report regarding the application by Petersboro Partners to rezone the Sierra Ridge 
area to an RU2 Zone. I agree, wholeheartedly, with the findings and each point of the final 
recommendation to not approve the rezone. 

I would like to add further light to the matter for your consideration, should you still question the 
matter....

Resolution 13 is in regard to the tax to the Cache County Road Maintenance Department. The area 
known as High Country Estates has been very grateful for the efforts of the snowplows in the 
winter--from both Box Elder and Cache County--that have taken care of us. While I know that the 
road department is really doing their best to take care of everybody, there are times, however, that 
the plows aren't able to make it up before the school buses come in the morning, which can cause a 
tax on the school bus system, as well as the kids left waiting outside. While this is quite 
understandable, I think this emphasizes that Cache County is already stretched to the max with 
regard to the snow removal. 

Resolution 16 is in regard to the water of the area. The current development was approved after 
much debate with the Box Elder County town of Beaver Dam. The Department of Water Rights 
determined that the water that feeds the Willow Creek Water Company area comes from water that 
was headed into Cache County. While there is enough water to feed the current neighborhood, the 
current wells do not provide enough water flow to go beyond 120 users. (Currently there's not 
approved infrastructure to go beyond 62.9 users.) I am concerned about the people to the south east 
of us, many of whom have wells that are beginning to dry up. While there is not documented 
correlation tying the water company's wells to those that are drying up, I want to point out that the 
Willow Creek Water Company, which is owned and operated by the developers, has plans to drill a 
test well that will aim for a shallower aquifer, which could easily be the same aquifer that feeds 
these other original homes in Petersboro. I know that there is already resentment about our 
subdivision being approved, and I'm concerned about the feelings that will arouse if more home are 
added, which will require another water right to be transferred into the area. I can tell you, after 
living here for 7 years, it's not fun to feel resented and always feeling the need to apologize to those 
that lived on this side of the county first. Many people in Petersboro and Mendon are having 
trouble with water. Adding more homes to the west bench will further add to that problem. 
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Another concern is the current operation and management of the Willow Creek Water Company, 
which would furnish any new development. While I recognize that this isn't a Planning and Zoning 
issue, I think it's important that Planning and Zoning fully understand the situation in order to make 
a good decision that affects future citizens of the area. Please bear with me as you read my 
explanation....

Petersboro Partners owns 60% of the voting stock of the company. They have made sure that we 
users know they're in charge of the water company. There are 83 water shares in the water 
company. The state has approved our current infrastructure for 62.9 homes. This means that there 
are 20.1 water shares held by the water company, with not enough infrastructure to service them. 
While this number is in a sort of flux, as a secondary water system is being installed, the water 
company has not applied for any change application with the state. Yet the developers who run the 
water company have sold 75+ lots that are to be serviced by the water company. So, the water 
company is currently running over capacity, at the possible detriment to the current 
homeowners/users in the area. The state insists that this is a problem for Planning and Zoning, but 
there's not currently any County code that regulates whether or not a water company has 
infrastructure to service the homes it says it can. I beg the Planning and Zoning to please consider 
adding some sort of code that will protect the current users of the water system, and any future 
home-owners in the area. 

The representatives for Petersboro Partners will tell you until they're blue in the face that they have 
authority and capacity to serve 120 homes. This comes from a letter from the state in 2015, which 
hypothetically states that the water tower has capacity to hold the culinary water of 120 users---this 
is assuming that irrigation/secondary water is stored elsewhere. Currently, the water tower has to 
hold both irrigation/secondary AND cullinary water storage for users, so it can only serve 62.9 
homes. The Secondary System is not fully operational, and only 2 users are actually hooked up to 
it. I've attached letters from the state, as well as an email from Gary Kobzeff, engineer from the 
state, to validate my claims. 

§17.02.060, Establishment of Land Use Authority, says that the rezone should advance the general 
welfare…. Putting a strain on the current new residents, and the long-term residents’ water supply is not 
advancing the welfare of them....

Interestingly, the water company and developers are working to put in a secondary water system. 
Again, this secondary system is meant to not just save the priceless commodity of culinary water, 
but to remove the storage restraints on the current water tower by moving the irrigation water to a 
secondary system reservoir so that there will be room on the water tower to store the culinary water 
supply for more water shares. This secondary system is meant to provide infrastructure so that the 
developers won't need to build another culinary water reservoir for more users on the system. While 
nobody has been charged a hookup fee yet, we are told that this will definitely come as soon as they 
figure out the new rate/fee schedule. This means that the current water users will be forced to pay 
for infrastructure that the developers need in order to sell more water shares and lots for future 
development. I worry that if Petersboro Partners is allowed to put in another subdivision, that the 
current users will pay the price for it, and new users will be cheated as we have been. 

Thank you for your listening ears, as well as you time and attention to this matter. 

Most sincerely,
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Natalie Erickson
High Country Estates
13985 N Willow Creek Dr.
Beaver Dam, UT 84306
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R309-510. Facility Design and Operation: Minimum Sizing 
Requirements. 
 

R309-510-1. Purpose. 
 
This rule specifies the minimum requirements for the sizing of public drinking water facilities such as 
sources (and their associated treatment facilities), storage tanks, and pipelines. It is intended to be 
applied in conjunction with R309-500 through R309-550. Collectively, these rules govern the design, 
construction, operation and maintenance of public drinking water system facilities. These rules are 
intended to assure that such facilities are reliably capable of supplying adequate quantities of water 
which consistently meet applicable drinking water quality requirements and do not pose a threat to 
general public health. 
 
Guidance: The intent of this rule is to regulate the design and construction of public drinking 
water systems and facilities. Neither the Drinking Water Board nor the Director of the Division of 
Drinking Water has the jurisdiction to regulate impact fees, water rates, or water rights.  

R309-510-2. Authority. 
  
This rule is promulgated by the Drinking Water Board as authorized by Title 19, Environmental 
Quality Code, Chapter 4, Safe Drinking Water Act, Subsection 104(1)(a)(ii) of the Utah Code and in 
accordance with Title 63G, Chapter 3 of the same, known as the Administrative Rulemaking Act. 
 

R309-510-3. Definitions. 
  
Definitions for certain terms used in this rule are given in R309-110 but may be further clarified 
herein. 
 

R309-510-4. General. 
  

(1) This rule provides minimum quantities and flow rates that shall be used in the design of 
new systems and in the evaluation of water source, storage facility, and pipeline capacities, 
unless a public water system has obtained a capacity reduction per R309-510-5.  Water 
demand may vary significantly depending on water system size, type, land use, urbanization, 
location, precipitation, etc.  Therefore, public water systems may submit system-specific 
water use data to justify alternative sizing requirements in accordance with R309-510-5. 
 
(2) When designing a public water system, the sizing requirements for indoor water use, 
irrigation, and fire suppression (as required by the local fire code official) shall be included as 
appropriate. 
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(3) Local authorities may impose more stringent design requirements on public water systems 
than the minimum sizing requirements of this rule. 
 
(4) Public water systems shall consider daily, weekly, monthly, seasonal, and yearly 
variations of source capacity and system demand and shall verify that the capacities of 
drinking water facilities are sufficiently sized. 
 
(5) The Director may modify the sizing requirements based on the unique nature and use of a 
water system. 

 
Guidance: The intent of this rule is to minimize the possibility that a Public Water System will 
run out of water.  If a water system runs out of water, it creates risks to public health and safety, 
including contaminated water entering under-pressurized water lines and the loss of water for 
fire protection. 
 

R309-510-5. Reduction of Sizing Requirements. 
  

(1) Water systems that want to use system-specific design criteria that are below the state’s 
minimum sizing requirements may submit a request for a reduction to the Director.  Each 
request shall include supporting information justifying the reduction in source, storage, or 
pipeline sizing. 
 
Guidance: The Division has jurisdiction over Public Drinking Water Systems.  Any 
reduction request must be initiated by a Public Drinking Water System. 
 
(2) Depending on the reduction being sought, the supporting information may include actual 
water use data representing peak day demand, average day demand for indoor and irrigation 
uses, fire flow requirements established by the local fire code official, etc.  Each reduction 
request and supporting information will be reviewed on a case-by-case basis because of the 
wide variety of factors to be considered, such as water system configuration and size, built-in 
redundancy, water user type, safety factors, method and quality of data collected, water 
losses, reliability of the source, etc. 
 
(3) Prior to collecting or compiling water use data for a reduction request, a public water 
system shall consult with the Division of Drinking Water to identify the information needed 
for a reduction request and to establish a data collection protocol. 
 
(4) The data submitted for a source reduction request shall be sufficient to account for daily, 
seasonal, and yearly variations in source and demand. 
 
(5) If data justifying a reduction are accepted by the Director, the sizing requirements may be 
reduced.  The requirements shall not be less than the 90th percentile of acceptable readings. 
 
(6) If a reduction is granted on the basis of limited water use, enforceable water use 
restrictions must be in place, shall be consistently enforced by the water system or local 
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authority, and shall be accepted by the Director. 
 
(7) The Director may re-evaluate any reduction if the nature or use of the water system 
changes. 

 
Guidance: The Division of Drinking Water has developed two documents to aid public water 
systems in understanding the information needed to request a reduction in the source or storage 
requirement. 

 “Information Needed for Reduction in Source Sizing” 
 “Information Needed for Reduction in Storage Sizing” 

These documents are available  on the Division of Drinking Water’s website. 
 

R309-510-6. Water Conservation. 
  
Drinking water systems shall use the water resources of the state efficiently.  The minimum sizing 
requirements of this rule are based on typical water consumption patterns in the State of Utah. Where 
legally-enforceable water conservation measures exist, the sizing requirements in this rule may be 
reduced on a case-by-case basis by the Director. 
 

R309-510-7. Source Sizing. 
 

(1) Peak Day Demand and Average Yearly Demand. 
  

Sources shall legally and physically meet water demands under two conditions:  
 

(a) The water system’s source capacity shall be able to meet the anticipated water 
demand on the day of highest water consumption, which is the peak day demand.  
 
(b) The water system’s source capacity shall also be able to provide one year's supply 
of water, which is the average yearly demand. 

 
Guidance:  Water systems should investigate the availability and validity of water rights 
for their systems.  Consult the Division of Water Rights concerning the legal right to use 
water. 

(2) Indoor Water Use. 
  

Tables 510-1 and 510-2 shall be used as the minimum sizing requirements for peak day 
demand and average yearly demand for indoor water use unless a public water system has 
obtained a reduction per R309-510-5. 
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Table 510-1 
Source Demand for Indoor Use 
Type of Connection Peak Day Demand Average Yearly Demand 
Year-Round Use 
Residential 800 gpd/conn 146,000 gal./conn 
Equivalent Residential 
Connection (ERC) 

800 gpd/ERC 146,000 gal./ERC 

Seasonal / Non-Residential Use 
Modern Recreation Camp 60 gpd/person (See Note 1) 
Semi-Developed Camp 
 a. With pit privies 
 b. With flush toilets 

5 gpd/person 
20 gpd/person 

(See Note 1) 
(See Note 1) 

Hotels, Motel & Resort 150 gpd/unit (See Note 1) 
Labor Camp 50 gpd/person (See Note 1) 
Recreational Vehicle Park 100 gpd/pad (See Note 1) 
Roadway Rest Stop 7 gpd/vehicle (See Note 1) 
Recreational Home 
Development (i.e., 
developments with limited 
water use) [See Note 2] 

400 gpd/conn (See Note 1) 

 
NOTES FOR TABLE 510-1: 

 
Note 1. Average yearly demand shall be calculated by multiplying the number of days in the 
designated water system operating period by the peak day demand unless a reduction has 
been granted in accordance with R309-510-5. 
 
Note 2. To be considered a Recreational Home Development (i.e., developments with limited 
water use) as listed in Table 510-1, dwellings shall not have more than 8 plumbing fixture 
units, in accordance with the state-adopted plumbing code, and shall not be larger than 1,000 
square feet.  For a new not-yet-constructed development to be considered as a development 
with limited water use, it must have enforceable restrictions in place that are enforced by the 
water system or local authority and are accepted by the Director. 
 

Guidance:  The Division of Drinking Water is in the process of proposing a study to gather water 
use data from public water systems representing various sizes, types, and locations throughout the 
state.  The residential source demand requirements in Table 510-1 will be re-evaluated based on 
the water use study data. 
 
  

TABLE 510-2 Source Demand for Indoor Use - Individual Establishments (Note 1) 
 
Type of Establishment Peak Day Demand (gpd) (Notes 2 & 

3) 
Airports 3 
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 a. per passenger 
 b. per employee 

15 

Boarding Houses 
 a. for each resident boarder and employee 
 b. for each nonresident boarders 

50 
10 

Bowling Alleys, per alley 
 a. with snack bar 
 b. with no snack bar 

100 
85 

Churches, per person 5 
Country Clubs 
 a. per resident member 
 b. per nonresident member 
 c. per employee 

100 
25 
15 

Dentist’s Office 
 a. per chair 
 b. per staff member 

200 
35 

Doctor’s Office 
 a. per patient 
 b. per staff member 

10 
35 

Fairgrounds, per person 1 
Fire Stations, per person 
 a. with full time employees and food prep 
 b. with no full time employees and no food prep 

70 
5 

Gyms 
 a. per participant 
 b. per spectator 

25 
4 

Hairdresser 
 a. per chair 
 b. per operator 

50 
35 

Hospitals, per bed space 250 
Industrial Buildings, per 8 hour shift, per employee 
(exclusive of industrial waste) 
 a. with showers 
 b. with no showers 

 
 
35 
15 

Launderette, per washer 580 
Movie Theaters 
 a. auditorium, per seat 
 b. drive-in, per car space 

5 
10 

Nursing Homes, per bed space 280 
Office Buildings & Business Establishments, per 
shift, per employee (sanitary wastes only) 
 a. with cafeteria 
 b. with no cafeteria 

25 
15 

Picnic Parks, per person (toilet wastes only) 5 
Restaurants  
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 a. ordinary restaurants (not 24 hour service) 
 b. 24 hour service 
 c. single service customer utensils only 
 d. or, per customer served (includes toilet and 
kitchen wastes) 

35 per seat 
50 per seat 
2 per customer 
10 
 

Rooming House, per person 40 
Schools, per person 
 a. boarding 
 b. day, without cafeteria, gym or showers 
 c. day, with cafeteria, but no gym or showers 
 d. day, with cafeteria, gym and showers 

 
75 
15 
20 
25 

Service Stations  
a. per vehicle served, or 
b. per gas pump 

10 
250 

Skating Rink, Dance Halls, etc., per person 
 a. no kitchen wastes 
 b. additional for kitchen wastes 

10 
3 

Ski Areas, per person (no kitchen waste) 10 
Stores 
 a. per public toilet room 
 b. per employee 

500 
11 

Swimming Pools and Bathhouses, per person (Note 
4) 10 
Taverns, Bars, Cocktail Lounges, per seat 20 
Visitors Centers, per visitor 5 

 
NOTES FOR TABLE 510-2: 
 
Note 1. When more than one use will occur, the multiple uses shall be considered in 
determining total demand. Small industrial plants maintaining a cafeteria or showers and club 
houses or motels maintaining swimming pools or laundries are typical examples of multiple 
uses. Uses other than those listed above shall be considered in relation to established demands 
from known or similar installations. 
 
Note 2. Source capacity must at least equal the peak day demand of the system. Determine 
this by assuming the facility is used to its maximum, e.g., the physical capacity of the facility. 
 
Note 3. To determine the average day demand for establishments listed in Table 510-2, divide 
the peak day demand by 2, unless alternative data are accepted by the Director. 
 
Guidance:  Table 510-1 assumes a peaking factor of 2 between the peak day demand and 
the average day demand for residential connections.  The same default peaking factor of 2 
may be used to estimate the average day demand from the numbers in Table 510-2.  Water 
systems may impose more stringent requirements. 
 
Note 4. Or Peak Day Demand = 20 x [Water Area (ft2)/30] + Deck Area (ft2) 
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(3) Irrigation Use. 
  

If a water system provides water for irrigation, Table 510-3 shall be used to determine the 
peak day demand and average yearly demand for irrigation water use. The following 
procedure shall be used: 
 

(a) Determine the location of the water system on the map entitled Irrigated Crop 
Consumptive Use Zones and Normal Annual Effective Precipitation, Utah as 
prepared by the Soil Conservation Service (available from the Division). Find the 
numbered zone, one through six, in which the water system is located (if located in an 
area described "non-arable" find nearest numbered zone). 

 
Guidance: The irrigation zone map is provided below. This map is available on 
the Division of Drinking Water’s website. 

 
(b) Determine the net number of acres which may be irrigated. 
 
Guidance: To determine the net number of acres to be irrigated, start with the 
gross acreage, then subtract any area of roadway, driveway, sidewalk, or patio 
pavement along with housing foundation footprints that can be reasonably 
expected for lots within a new subdivision or which is representative of existing 
lots.  Before any other land area which may be considered “non-irrigated” (e.g., 
steep slopes, wooded acres, etc.) is subtracted from the gross area, the Director 
should be consulted and agree that the land in question will not be irrigated. For 
instance, in the case of a heavily wooded mountain home subdivision, it may be 
claimed that large lawns will not be put in by the lot owners. The division should 
review and concur with this judgment. 

 
(c) Refer to Table 510-3, which assumes direct application of water to vegetation, to 
determine peak day demand and average yearly demand for irrigation use. 
 
(d) Consider water losses due to factors such as evaporation, irrigation delivery 
method, overwatering, pipe leaks, etc.  Apply a safety factor to the irrigation demand 
in the design accordingly. 
 

 
Table 510-3 
Source Demand for Irrigation 
 

Map Zone 
Peak Day Demand 
(gpm/irrigated acre) 

Average Yearly Demand 
(AF/ irrigated acre) (Note 
1) 

1 2.26 1.17 
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2 2.80 1.23 
3 3.39 1.66 
4 3.96 1.87 
5 4.52 2.69 
6 4.90 3.26 

 
 

NOTE FOR TABLE 510-3: 
 

Note 1. The average yearly demand for irrigation water use (in acre-feet per irrigated 
acre) is based on 213 days of irrigation, e.g., April 1 to October 31. 

 
Guidance:  If the irrigation season differs from the assumed 213 days, the average yearly 
demand numbers may need to adjusted.  

(4) Variations in Source Yield. 
  

(a) Water systems shall consider that flow from sources may vary seasonally and 
yearly.  Where flow varies, the number of service connections supported by a source 
shall be based on the minimum seasonal flow rate compared to the corresponding 
seasonal demand. 

 
(b) Where source capacity is limited by the capacity of treatment facilities, the 
maximum number of service connections shall be determined using the treatment 
plant design capacity instead of the source capacity. 

 
Guidance: Some water sources, such as deep wells, yield consistent quantities of water 
while others, such as springs, yield inconsistent quantities that vary seasonally and 
annually.  Sources that yield inconsistent quantities of water should be studied and 
understood prior to the commitment of those sources for future uses, such as providing 
will-serve letters or approving proposed developments. 
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R309-510-8. Storage Sizing. 
 

(1) General. 
  

Each public water system, or storage facility serving connections within a specific area, shall 
provide: 
  

(a) equalization storage volume, to satisfy average day demands for water for indoor 
use and irrigation use, 
 
(b) fire flow storage volume, if the water system is equipped with fire hydrants 
intended to provide fire suppression water or as required by the local fire code official, 
and 
  
(c) emergency storage, if deemed appropriate by the water supplier or the Director. 

  

(2) Equalization Storage. 
  

(a) All public drinking water systems shall provide equalization storage. The amount 
of equalization storage varies with the nature of the water system, the extent of 
irrigation use, and the location and configuration of the water system. 
 
(b) Table 510-4 lists required equalization storage for indoor use. Storage 
requirements for non-community systems not listed in this table shall be determined 
by calculating the average day demands from the information given in Table 510-2. 
 
Guidance:  Water systems capable of meeting the intent of the equalization storage 
requirements, for example, by redundancy configuration or operation strategy, 
may request a reduction in storage sizing requirements per R309-510-5. 

 
Table 510-4 
Storage Volume for Indoor Use 
Type Volume Required (gallons) 
Community Systems 
Residential; per single resident service connection 400 
Non-Residential; per Equivalent Residential 
Connection (ERC) 

400 

Non-Community Systems 
Modern Recreation Camp; per person 30 
Semi-Developed Camp; per person 
 a. with Pit Privies 
 b. with Flush Toilets 

2.5 
10 

Hotel, Motel, & Resorts; per unit 75 
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Labor Camp; per unit 25 
Recreational Vehicle Park; per pad 50 
Roadway Rest Stop; per vehicle 3.5 
Recreational Home Development (i.e., 
developments with limited water use); per 
connection (See Note 2 in Table 510-1) 400 
 
(c) Where a drinking water system provides water for irrigation use, Table 510-5 shall 
be used to determine the minimum equalization storage volumes for irrigation. The 
procedure for determining the map zone and irrigated acreage for using Table 510-5 is 
outlined in R309-510-7(3). 

 
Table 510-5 
Storage Volume for Irrigation Use 
Map Zone Volume Required 

(gallons/irrigated acre) 
1 1,782 
2 1,873 
3 2,528 
4 2,848 
5 4,081 
6 4,964 

 

(3) Fire Flow Storage. 
 

(a) Fire flow storage shall be provided if fire flow is required by the local fire code 
official or if fire hydrants intended for fire flow are installed. 
 
(b) Water systems shall consult with the local fire code official regarding needed fire 
flows in the area under consideration.  The fire flow information shall be provided to 
the Division during the plan review process. 
 
(c) When direction from the local fire code official is not available, the water system 
shall use Appendix B of the International Fire Code, 2015 edition, for guidance.  
Unless otherwise approved by the local fire code official, the fire flow and fire flow 
duration shall not be less than 1,000 gallons per minute for 60 minutes. 

  
Guidance: Utah has adopted a state-wide fire code. However, local fire code officials are 
authorized to determine fire flow requirements in their jurisdictions. 

(4) Emergency Storage. 
  

Emergency storage shall be considered during the design process. The amount of emergency 
storage shall be based upon an assessment of risk and the desired degree of system 
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dependability. The Director may require emergency storage when it is warranted to protect 
public health and welfare. 
 
Guidance: It is advisable to provide water storage for emergency situations, such as 
pipeline failures, major trunk main failures, equipment failures, electrical power 
outages, water treatment facility failures, raw-water supply contamination, or natural 
disasters. Generally, the need for emergency storage shall be determined by the water 
supplier and design engineer. 
 

R309-510-9. Distribution System Sizing. 
  

(1) General Requirements. 
 

The distribution system shall be designed to ensure adequate flow and that minimum water 
pressures as required in R309-105-9 exist at all points within the distribution system. 

  

(2) Peak Instantaneous Demand for Indoor Water Use. 
  

(a) Large or complex water systems may determine peak instantaneous demand using 
hydraulic modeling.  The hydraulic model must either apply an instantaneous peaking 
factor to account for peak instantaneous demand or use actual peak instantaneous 
water flow data. 
 
(b) Alternatively, the peak instantaneous demand for a single pipeline shall be 
calculated for indoor use using the following equation: 

  
Q = 10.8 x N0.64 

 
where N equals the total number of ERC's, and Q equals the total flow (gpm) 
delivered to the total connections served by that pipeline. 
 
Guidance: The equation above should only be used to estimate the flow required 
for N connections from a single pipeline and should not be used to estimate node 
or junction demands utilized in hydraulic analyses. 
 
(c) For Recreational Vehicle Parks, the peak instantaneous flow for indoor use shall 
be based on the following: 

  
Table 510-6 
Peak Instantaneous Demand for Indoor Water Use for Recreational Vehicle Parks 
Number of Connections Formula 
0 to 59 Q=4N 
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60 to 239 Q= 80+ 20N0.5 
240 or greater Q= 1.6N 

 
 

NOTES FOR TABLE 510-6: 
   

Q is total peak instantaneous demand (gpm).  N is the maximum number of 
connections. However, if the only water use is via service buildings, the peak 
instantaneous demand shall be calculated for the number of plumbing fixture units as 
presented in the state-adopted plumbing code. 
  
(d) For small non-community water systems, the peak instantaneous demand for 
indoor water use shall be calculated on a per-building basis for the number of 
plumbing fixture units as presented in the state-adopted plumbing code. 

  

(3) Peak Instantaneous Demand for Irrigation Use. 
 

Peak instantaneous demand for irrigation use is given in Table 510-7. The procedure for 
determining the map zone and irrigated acreage for using Table 510-7 is outlined in 
R309-510-7(3). 

  
Table 510-7 
Peak Instantaneous Demand for Irrigation Use 
Map Zone Peak Instantaneous Demand (gpm/irrigated acre) 
1 4.52 
2 5.60 
3 6.78 
4 7.92 
5 9.04 
6 9.80 

 

(4) Fire Flow. 
  

(a) Distribution systems shall be designed to deliver needed fire flow if fire flow is 
required by the local fire code official or if fire hydrants intended for fire flow are 
provided.  The distribution system shall be sized to provide minimum pressures as 
required by R309-105-9 to all points in the distribution system when needed fire 
flows are imposed during peak day demand in the distribution system. 
 
(b) The water system shall consult with the local fire code official regarding needed 
fire flow in the area under consideration.  The fire flow information shall be provided 
to the Division during the plan review process. 
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(c) If direction from the local fire code official is not available, the water system shall 
use Appendix B of the International Fire Code, 2015 edition, for guidance.  Unless 
otherwise approved by the local fire code official, the fire flow and fire flow duration 
shall not be less than 1,000 gallons per minute for 60 minutes. 

 
KEY: drinking water, minimum sizing, water conservation 
Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment: July 15, 2015 
Notice of Continuation: March 13, 2015 
Authorizing, and Implemented or Interpreted Law: 19-4-104 



Gary Kobzeff <gkobzeff@utah.gov> Jan 26
to me
Natalie,

The source sizing requirement for public drinking water systems is specified in Utah State Rules R309-510-7. Sources shall legally and physically meet water demand requirements under two conditions: (a)
The water system's source capacity shall be able to meet the anticipated water demand on the day of highest water consumption and (b) the water system's source capacity shall also be able to provide one
year's supply of water, which is the average daily demand.  A public drinking water system is required to provide 800/gpd for each residential connection plus the amount used for irrigation as determined by
R309-510-7(3). Source capacity calcultaion takes in to account the number of residential connections and the number of connections used for irrgation. Any deviation from this must submit a request to the
director justifying the reduction in source as outlined in R309-510-5. The Division of Drinking Water has no record of requests received or approved relating to source capacity.

R309-510.docx

Gary Kobzeff <gkobzeff@utah.gov> Jan 26
to me
The Division of Drinking Water has no record of requests received or approved relating to source capacity for Willow Creek Water Company.
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From:                Rob Oldham <rob.oldham@axis.com>
To:                     "Angie.zetterquist@cachecounty.org" <Angie.zetterquist@cachecounty.org>
Date:                 3/1/2018 12:25 PM
Subject:            Spring Ridge Subdivision

Hi-
My name is Rob Oldham. I live at 145 S. 380 E. Mendon Utah 84325

I greatly and adamantly oppose the Spring Ridge subdivision. Mendon is a small town, a quiet place and I 
am a disabled combat vet with PTSD. I am here because it is quiet and I can function in that environment. 
If we allow more building like this it destroys the place I call home and this small town does not have the 
water resources or security / safety resources. There are plenty of better places for subdivisions and this 
is not one of them. We must keep Mendon small. If not you will drive out the good people that make this 
community a nice and safe place and turn it into a busy and struggling over built place. We must take a 
stance against this.

Thank you! 

Rob Oldham, PSP
801-708-4587

Sent from my smartphone, please excuse any errors and omissions. ☺



Angie Zetterquist - Spring ridge subdivision

From: Andrew Barker <drew.barker007@gmail.com>
To: "Angie.zetterquist@cachecounty.org" <Angie.zetterquist@cachecounty.org>
Date: 3/1/2018 1:26 PM
Subject: Spring ridge subdivision

I, Andrew Barker, want to voice my concern over the rezone application for The Spring Ridge 
Subdivision. I will not be available to attend the meeting. Please accept this email as a statement of 
opposition from a concerned local resident. 
Sincerely, 

Andrew Barker

Property owner at: 
1801 North 8150 w 
Petersboro utah 84325
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Dear County Executive Craig Buttars
I have several concerns about a proposed rezoning of a parcel in Petersboro, the "Spring Ridge 
Rezone".  I have read that a proposed rezoning of this property to allow 30+ residential building 
lots.  Currently this area is zoned for ten acre lots.  Rezoning this to allow for two acre lots 
provides many areas of concern for the current residents of Petersboro, which is where I reside.  
First, water is a precious resource which we have limited amounts of. Current residents depend 
on water for their residence, livestock and landscaping, allowing 30+ new homes could greatly 
reduce the flow of many current residents.  The current residents would be responsible for 
drilling a new well, or retrofitting a current well and/or spring and an immense cost to the 
current owner. Second, traffic is a concern, adding an additional 60+ cars on Valley View 
Highway on a regular basis creates concerns of traffic safety.  Third, consistency of the current 
zoning regulations.  If this property is allowed to change their zoning it is creating a precedence 
among other property owners that they too can rezone.  Current residents of Petersboro chose 
to move in the unincorporated Cache County for many reasons, one of which is to remain a 
small rural community. I am hopeful that the council considers the will of the current residents 
of Petersobro by not allow rezoning of this property.  

Paul Guymon
Petersboro
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>>> Tracy Hadfield <tshadfield@gmail.com> 3/1/2018 1:24 PM >>>
I am unable to attend the County Council meeting tonight but I do want to have my voice heard. I have 
signed the petition and I understand that the developer for Spring Ridge development is requesting a 
rezone to change from the current 10 acre lots (U10) to 2 acre lots (RU2) for a piece of land that is 
currently 63 acres for farming. The location of this change is off Hwy 30. I know that the zoning staff 
has suggested that this application should be rejected and I would like to concur with their assessment 
on this application. I know it is up to the committee for the final decision but here is my concern if this 
were to be rezoned; I feel that the current subdivisions that are southwest of Spring Ridge (High 
Country Estates and another, I believe) have already experienced water problems last summer and 
were told things about water that were not correct. If we change this to 2 acre lots that will only intensify 
the water problems that are being felt on the west side of cache county. We have to be judicious in the 
way we continue to expand on the west side as to make sure that all have enough water. If we were on 
the east bench, this would not be an issue but water is the issue and we have to quit acting like there is 
plenty of "good" water for all. The water has high levels of arsenic and there is a shortage of water 
(even when we had record water levels in the winter, imagine if we don't have good snow/rain in the 
winter what will happen). The current zone for Spring Ridge should remain AND if truth be told, they 
should be very upfront with anyone that wants to build there to make sure they know that water is NOT 
ever flowing. AND is there enough water for all those homes even if they have 10 acre lots. I know that 
only 16 of 63 homes that are currently in that area have secondary water. 
In summary, I believe it is in the best interest of the area to keep the Spring Ridge to U10 and not 
rezone to RU2.
Thanks for hearing my voice and concerns.
Tracy
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Cache County Council and to whom it may concern, 
This letter is provided to document "on the record" that I believe strongly - that the request by Spring 
Ridge development or anyone else to change current zoning to allow the reduced size of lots or any 
other type of rezoning is totally unjustified and unreasonable (I also want to state that other previous 
rezoning approvals that have been approved - required revisions to zoning that should not have been 
allowed or approved). It is well known that there are current water issues, including water shortages in 
the area as well as water quality issues (high arsenic levels, sulfur, iron, etc.). In support of this 
statement, the city of Mendon has had a moratorium on issuing building permits due to water shortages 
for quite some time (obviously Mendon City would have never approved rezoning requests, etc.). 
I believe that the Cache County Council would not be doing their civic duty if they approve this rezoning.  
They have a long history of rezoning approvals that I believe are unjustified. The council has an 
obligation to protect the rights of existing residents (their constituents) that they should finally 
acknowledge and enforce. I personally went to a previous council meeting where I was given time to 
explain my concerns - while in the process - I was told to sit down and shut up (by the council chair). I 
feel that was totally out of line - against my right to free speech - and I am tired of being bullied by those 
who are supposed to be serving us. I have lived in the area of concern (referred to as Petersboro) most 
my life, to me the county has allowed the area to be destroyed, and it is time for me to speak out. In the 
past, the Council has totally ignored zoning goals established to protect current property owners and 
their life style (in my opinion) and the department of water resources has ignored the water rights of 
prior owners as well. I was told that if my well ran dry I would have to drill another well (the deepest 
straw gets the water seems to be the rule - I instead I elected to put in cisterns that have allowed us to 
get water but at greatly increased cost). Previously the council has indicated they have no jurisdiction 
over water but I believe that they must consider it in the rezoning processes, if it is a known problem, 
again in my opinion. 
It seems there is no rhyme nor reason for the council's approvals of rezoning requests. The zoning for 
the Petersboro area was to maintain its agriculture nature - at least initially. Then residential zoning was 
allowed with restrictions. These restrictions were over ruled by conditional use permits, etc. Now over 
time it has degenerated into rezoning even so far as to commercial zoning, one was a rezoning of quite 
large tract - so a now large business can operate in the area which has greatly increased traffic through 
our residential areas. The council did not protect the area for those that should have be able to have 
the rural nature of the area preserved. 



 
In fact, the council approved a rezone to commercial an area of Petersboro that was one of the most 
pristine little valleys in all of Cache Valley - so that it was changed into an unsightly mix of steel, 
concrete, and asphalt. Per the newspaper,  they now plan another new building to be built. Now tax 
payer dollars are being used and will be used to make road improvements into the commercial property 
that should not have been approved in the first place. Costs should be paid by the business involved 
directly or indirectly, tax dollars should be used for the public trust not the privileged few. In the paper 
the business stated they plan to have as many as 450 employees. 
I am not against growth which is approved and allowed in the right areas, and paid for in the right way.  
I was told by one council member that it was a mistake to allow commercial rezoning in the Petersboro 
and/or Mendon zip code area, but the majority of the council voted to approve zoning changes. To me, 
this is an abuse of power and authority by the majority of the council to obtain additional tax dollars at 
the expense of the public in general and their life style.  
I have taken steps to be able to move to another area of Petersboro due mostly to these issues. This has 
resulted in great personal stress and financial cost. Will the county or anyone help me pay for my 
increased costs? I think not, that must be reserved for big business and developers that the county now 
seems to totally embrace at the expense of those in the area and those paying county taxes. 
I will not be attending the council meeting and trying to express my views in that manner (that did not 
work out well before), I believe this letter is my best avenue for me to express my concerns and to get 
others to be aware of them.   
Sincerely,  
 
 
Colin K. Hadfield 
 


	03----AGENDA
	08-a--Proclamation - National Day of Prayer
	12-a--ORDINANCE 2018-02 -- Amendments to Title 17
	12-b--ORDINANCE -- Pisgah Stone Products Rezone
	13-a--ORDINANCE 2018-05 -- Dominion Energy Rezone
	13-b--Discussion: Petersboro Heights Rezone
	13-c--Discussion: Spring Ridge Rezone



