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PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the County Council of Cache County, Utah will holda WORKSHOP
at 3:45 p.m. and a COUNCIL MEETING at 5:00 p.m. in the Cache County Historic Courthouse
Council Chambers, 199 North Main Street, Logan, Utah 84321, TUESDAY, JANUARY 25, 2022.

Council meetings are live streamed on the Cache County YouTube channel at:
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCa4xvEI8bnlEz3B9zw2teaA

AGENDA
WORKSHOP

3:45p.m. 1. CALL TO ORDER
2. OPEN AND PUBLIC MEETINGS ACT TRAINING — John Luthy, County Attorney
3. ADJOURN

COUNCIL MEETING
5:00 pm. 1. CALL TO ORDER
OPENING — Councilwoman Gina Worthen
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES (January 11, 2022)
REPORT OF COUNTY EXECUTIVE
a. Appointments: 2022 Executive and Council Member Boards and Committees Assignments
b. Financial Reports: December 2021 Financial Statement
c. Other Items: Review of 2021 Executive Goals - 2022 Executive Goals

DR W

6. ITEMS OF SPECIAL INTEREST

7. DEPARTMENT OR COMMITTEE REPORTS
a. USU Extension Services — JayDee Gunnell, Director

8. BOARD OF EQUALIZATION MATTERS

5:30 pm. 9. PUBLIC HEARINGS

a. Set Public Hearing for February 8, 2022 — Resolution 2022-03
A resolution declaring the County’s interest in the Real Property located in Lewiston, Utah, described as the
portion of tax identification parcel number 14-029-0018 that is north of 2000 South Street in Lewiston as surplus
Property and approving the disposition thereof

b. Public Hearing — Ordinance 2022-01
An ordinance changing the salaries of the Cache County Elected Officers and Members
of the Cache County Council

c. Public Hearing — Ordinance 2022-02 — Lewis Rezone
Request to rezone 30 acres on 2 parcels from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone,
located at approximately 6200 South 600 West, near Hyrum

d. Public Hearing — Ordinance 2022-03 — Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone
Request to rezone 14.37 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone, located at
6550 North 400 West, near Smithfield

e. Public Hearing — Ordinance 2022-04 — Cub River Estates II Rezone
Request to rezone 26.35 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone, located at
780 East 12400 North, Cove



10. PENDING ACTION

11. INITIAL PROPOSALS FOR CONSIDERATION OF ACTION

a.

b.

€.

f.

Ordinance 2022-01

Ordinance 2022-02

Ordinance 2022-03

Ordinance 2022-04

Resolution 2022-02

An ordinance changing the salaries of the Cache County Elected Officers and Members
of the Cache County Council

Lewis Rezone

A request to rezone 30 acres on 2 parcels from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the
Rural 2 (RU2) Zone, located at approximately 6200 South 600 West, near Hyrum
Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone

A request to rezone 14.37 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2)
Zone, located at 6550 North 400 West, near Smithfield

Cub River Estates II Rezone

A request to rezone 26.35 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RUS)
Zone, located at 780 East 12400 North, Cove

A resolution updating the Cache County Board of Education Districts

Discussion — Council Meeting Time

12. OTHER BUSINESS
County Day on the Hill Wednesday, February 23, 2022

a.

b.

C.

d.
e.

UAC Building Utah Conference Wednesday-Friday, March 23-25, 2022 — Carbon County Events Center

UAC Management Conference Tuesday-Thursday, April 26-28, 2022 — Ogden Eccles Conference Center

Review of 2021 Council Members Goals
2022 Council Members Goals

13. COUNCIL MEMBER REPORTS

14. ADJOURN
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Barbara Y. Tidw#ll, Chair

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations (including
auxiliary communicative aids and services) during this meeting should notify Janeen Allen at 435-755-1850 at
least three working days prior to the meeting.



DRAFT MINUTES
CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL
January 11, 2022 at 5:00 p.m. - Cache County Chamber at 199 North Main, Logan, Utah.

In accordance with the requirements of Utah Code Annotated Section 52-4-203, the County Clerk records in the minutes the names of all persons who appear
and speak at a County Council meeting and the substance “in brief” of their comments. Such statements may include opinions or purported facts. The County

does not verify the accuracy or truth of any statement but includes it as part of the record pursuant to State law.

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Gina H. Worthen; Vice Chair Barbara Tidwell; Councilmembers: Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup,

Gordon A. Zilles, Nolan Gunnell, David L. Erickson

STAFF PRESENT: County Executive David Zook , Clerk/Auditor Jess Bradfield, County Attorney John Luthy, County Sheriff

Chad Jensen, County Recorder Devron Andersen, HR Director Amy Adams, Fire Chief Rod Hammer,
Economic Development Director Shawn Milne, IT Director Bart Nelson, Executive Admin Janeen Allen,
Development Services Director Chris Harrild, Terryl Warner, Tennille Johnson, Cameron Jensen, Kate
Becker, Dianna Schaeffer

OTHER ATTENDENCE:  Charlie Schill. Roberto Castillo, Holly Daines, Nathan Daugs, Robert Johnson, Mary Johnson, Emily

Mallik, Leslie Carpenter, JoAnn Bennet, Val Potter, Nancy Potter, Issa Hamud, Connner Simmons, Jonny
Kelly, Alex Holmes, Ben Holmes, Tren Godfrey, Baylor Hansen, Marshall Hansen, Chris Sorensen

Council Workshop

1.
2.

Call to Order 3:30p.m. — Gina H. Worthen

Recorder’s Office — Devron Andersen Cache County Recorder updated council that his office is now up to date on
segs. He introduced Tennille Johnson as the new Chief Deputy Recorder. Andersen presented on the benefits of the
CORE online program which allows status notifications for title companies as well as a request to council to use ARPA
fund to help him digitize all records as well as a request to assist with digitizing plat maps which includes ownership
and electronic plat mapping.

Adjourn — Approximately at 4:45pm

Council Meeting

1.

2.

Call to Order 5:00p.m. — Chair Gina Worthen 00:01
Opening Remarks and Pledge of Allegiance —Councilman Karl Ward 00:18

Review and Approval of Agenda APPROVED 1:59
Action: Motion made by Councilmember Tidwell to approve the agenda with amendments to move 11B; Seconded by
Councilmember Borup
Motion passes.
Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

Review and Approval of Minutes APPROVED 2:37
Action: Motion made by Councilmember Zilles to approve the minutes from the December 7" and 14" meeting;
Seconded by Councilmember Erickson.
Motion passes.
Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

. Report of the County Executive 4:22

a. Appointments
Action: Motion made by Councilmember Ward to appoint Dr. Ed Redd to the Bear River Board of Health: Seconded by
Councilmember Borup.
Motion passes.
Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0


https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=1
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=18
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=119
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=157
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=262

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Zilles to appoint David Zook, Matt Phillips and Cameron Jensen to the Roads
Special Service District: Seconded by Councilmember Ward.

Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Zilles to appoint Damon Cann to the RAPZ Tax Committee: Seconded by
Councilmember Erickson.

Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Erickson to appoint Nathan Daugs to the Cache County Planning Commission:
Seconded by Councilmember Tidwell.

Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Borup to reappoint David Erickson to the UAC Governing Board; Seconded by
Councilmember Tidwell.

Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

b. Executive Zook reported to council about the upcoming state legislative session and upcoming legislation affecting the
county such as cell towers in Logan Canyon. Executive Zook also meet with Blake Moore and the county’s newly elected
mayors as well as informing council of an upcoming suicide prevention event. Executive Zook informed council of an
update to the Lewiston Irrigation project.

6. Items of Special Interest 15:50

a.

Election Cache County Council Chair and Vice Chair APPROVED

Discussion: Chair Worthen introduced to council the proclamation to council for approval.

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Ward to nominate Barbara Tidwell as Chair and Paul Borup as Vice Chair;
Seconded by Councilmember Erickson

Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

Bear River Mental Health Audited Financial Statements 18:02
Discussion: Rob Johnson from Bear River Mental Health gave a report on the financial audit of Bear River Mental Health
Services.

2022 Public Safety Legislation 38:09

Discussion: Cache County Sheriff Chad Jenson reported the upcoming state legislative session regarding law enforcement
and public safety. Sheriff Jensen gave a construction update for Animal Impound Facility and talked about his request to
create two new full-time positions.

7. Department or Committee Reports

a/b

C.

* Sheriff Jenson gave his report on both of these items in section 6¢ of the minutes

Code Process Update 1:02:47
Discussion: Cache County Attorney John Luthy presented on his proposal to update the County Code and to have a
cleanup of the county code.


https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=950
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=1082
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=2289
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=3767

8. Board of Equalization Matters

9. Public Hearings 31:08

Set Public Hearing for January 25, 2022 —- Ordinance 2022-01 An ordinance changing the salaries of the Cache County
Elected Officers and members of the Cache County Council

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Zilles to set a public hearing for Ordinance 2022-01 for Jan 25th; Seconded by
Councilmember Tidwell.

Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

Set Public Hearing for Ordinance 2022-02, 03 and 04 36:33

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Erickson to set a public hearing for ordinance(s) 2022-02, 03 and 04; Seconded
by Councilmember Zilles.
Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay:

10. Pending Action

11. Initial Proposals for Consideration of Action 1:25:49

a.

Resolution 2022-01 A Resolution declaring that Cache County uses the Cache County Council Districts as
the Voter Participation Areas required under Utah Code Section 20A-7-401.3 APPROVED 1:25:49 ATTACHMENT 1
Discussion: County Clerk/Auditor Bradfield and County Attorney John Luthy presented the details of the resolution.

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Ward to waive the rules and approve Resolution 2022-01; Seconded
Councilmember Tidwell

Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

Property Tax Hardship Requests 3:05
Discussion: Tax Administration Supervisor Dianna Shaeffer presented on the hardship request the details surrounding
them.

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Borup to approve both hardship requests; Seconded by Zilles
Motion passes.

Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson
Nay: 0

Plastic Waste Management Discussion 1:29:15

Discussion: County Attorney John Luthy first presented on the steps or actions that council could and could not take. After
Luthy’s presentation Logan Mayor Holly Daines and Logan City Environmental Director Issa Hamud presented on their
Plastic Waste Management plan. Councilmember addressed his concerns about the plan while Councilmembers Erickson

and Tidwell express gratitude for the Mayor Daines clarifying that the plan is not a ban but more of a management
proposal.

12. Other Business 2:08:54

a/b. Review of 2021 Council Goals/2022 Council Members Goals

Discussion: Council reviewed their 2021 goals and looked back at the year of the items they have accomplished and
set their own goals for 2022.


https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=1868
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=2193
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=5149
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=5149
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=185
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=5355
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=7734

13. Councilmember Reports 2::09:53
David Erickson — Questions about TRT tax on campsite and CAPO.
Gordon Zilles — Appreciative of councilman Borup’s commitment to his job on council.
Karl Ward — Last week of the month is the homeless population count.
Barbara Tidwell — Update for the council party and looking forward to serving as chair.

Paul Borup — No Report
Nolan Gunnell — Expressed his gratitude to Phil Olsen for serving on the County Planning Commission.

Gina Worthen — Presented date for UAC “officials day on the hill” and report on the children’s justice center meeting.

Executive Session Utah Code 52-4-205(1)(c) — Discussion of pending or reasonably imminent litigation Utah Code 52-4-
205(1)(d) — Discussion of the sale of real property. 2:17:04

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Tidwell to enter Executive Session; Seconded by Councilmember Gunnell

Motion passes.
Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson

Nay: 0
Action: Motion made by Councilmember Zilles to exit Executive Session; Seconded Councilmember Tidwell

Motion passes
Aye: 7 Gina H. Worthen, Karl B. Ward, Paul R. Borup, Gordon A. Zilles, Barbara Tidwell, Nolan Gunnell, David Erickson

Nay: 0

Adjourn: 7:30 PM


https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=7734
https://youtu.be/EnFS58Vr4Lg?t=8224

ATTEST: Jess W. Bradfield APPROVAL: Gina. H. Worthen
County Clerk/Auditor Chair
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CACHE COUNTY
RESOLUTION 2022 - 01

A RESOLUTION DECLARING THAT CACHE COUNTY USES THE CACHE
COUNTY COUNCIL DISTRICTS AS THE VOTER PARTICIPATION AREAS
REQUIRED UNDER UTAH CODE SECTION 20A-7-401.3

WHEREAS, Utah Code section 20A-7-401.3 requires counties of the first, second, third,
and fourth class to be divided into “voter participation areas”; and

WHEREAS, Cache County is currently a county of the third class; and

WHEREAS, under Utah Code section 20A-7-401.3(2)(b), a “county that has established
council districts that are not at-large districts may . . . use the council districts as voter
participation areas”;

NOW, THEREFORE, the County Council of Cache County, Utah, in a regular meeting,
lawful notice of which has been given, finds that it is in the best interest of the citizens of the
County to use the Cache County Council districts as the voter participation areas required by
Utah Code section 20A-7-401.3 and, thus, hereby adopts the following resolution:

BE IT RESOLVED that effective as of January 1, 2022, Cache County shall use the
Cache County Council districts, including as those districts are altered or adjusted from time to
time, as the voter participation areas required by Utah Code section 20A-7-401.3.

Adopted by the County Council of Cache County, Utah, this 1 1" day of January 2022.
CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL

It U ety —.

Gina Worthen, Chair

ATTEST:

\_y 2L

Jess W. Bradfield, County Clerk




1857 County Council Meeting Agenda Item Staff Report

Submitter:

Department: Utah State University Extension

Requested Meeting Date:  January 25" 2022

Agenda Item Language: USU Extension 2022 Community Program Calendar Items
Recommendation: Information only: No action needed

Background: USU Extension provides Cache County citizenry with non-biased, research-based
information, consultation, and non-formal education in the areas of: 4-H youth development,
horticulture, agriculture, home and community, suicide and substance abuse prevention.
Fiscal Impact: Not applicable

Public Hearing Required: No

Presenter Name: JayDee Gunnell — USU Extension Professor / Office Director

Presentation Time: 10 minutes

Point of Contact: JayDee Gunnell cell: (801) 628-0749

Legal Review: None



CHAPTER 2.28
SALARIES

2.28.010: COUNTY COUNCIL:

The salaries earned for members of the Cache County Council for the period of January 1, 2020
through December 31, 2020 shall be as follows:

Council Member $12,549.00

Council Chair 14,365.00

(Ord. 2018-17, 12-11-2018; amd. Ord. 2019-10, 12-3-2019)
2.28.020: COUNTY EXECUTIVE:

The County Executive shall be reimbursed for all actual expenses incurred in the discharge of his
duties, and shall receive as compensation a sum as fixed, from time to time, by the County
Council as established in section 2.28.030 of this chapter. (Organic Act 1984; amd. Ord. 2005-14,
12-6-2005)

2.28.030: COUNTY OFFICERS:

A. The salaries for County officers for the period of January 1, 2021 through December 31, 2021
shall be as follows:

County Executive/Surveyor $117,065.00
County Assessor 97,495.00
County Attorney 132,880.00
County Clerk/Auditor 95,110.00
County Recorder 90,341.00
County Sheriff 103,096.00
County Treasurer 90,341.00

B. The County Council, consistent with subsection 2.12.120C of this title, may adjust the
foregoing County officer salaries from full time salaries to part time salaries, or from part

time salaries to full time salaries as the Council in its discretion may deem appropriate. This
includes adjustments to existing salaries made at any time during the current or subsequent pay
periods within the current term of office, consistent with subsection 2.12.120C2 of this title;
and it applies to adjustments to future salaries for pay periods during a term of office after the
current term of office, consistent with subsection 2.12.120C3 of this title.

C. A County officer will be paid a part time salary if the County officer gives notice that he or
she chooses to work, or the County Council finds that the County officer in fact works, less than
thirty (30) hours per week, in which case the part time salary will be an hourly wage based upon
the prorated amount of the full time salary and the County officer may not receive other



compensatory benefits unless approved by the County Council. (Ord. 2014-11, 11-11-2014;
amd. Ord. 2018-16, 12-11-2018; Ord. 2019-09, 12-10-2019; Ord. 2020-15, 12-1-2020)



CHAPTER 2.28
SALARIES

2.28.010: COUNTY COUNCIL:

The salaries earned for members of the Cache County Council for the period of January 1,
202220 through December 31, 202220 shall be as follows:

Council Member $42-549-6816,000.00

Council Chair +4;365-66520,000.00 with $100.00/monthly
vehicle stipend

(Ord. 2018-17, 12-11-2018; amd. Ord. 2019-10, 12-3-2019, 9-28-2021)
2.28.020: COUNTY EXECUTIVE:

The County Executive shall be reimbursed for all actual expenses incurred in the discharge of his
duties, and shall receive as compensation a sum as fixed, from time to time, by the County
Council as established in section 2.28.030 of this chapter. (Organic Act 1984; amd. Ord. 2005-14,
12-6-2005)

2.28.030: COUNTY OFFICERS:

A. The salaries for County Oefficers for the period of January 1, 2022% through December 31,
2022% shall be as follows:

County Executive/Surveyor

$129,019.00 #26;578

County Assessor $107,476.00 +00:444
County Attorney $146,467.00 #36;885
County Clerk/Auditor $104,826.00 974968

County Recorder

$99,552.00 93;639

County Sheriff

$113,640.00 #66;265

County Treasurer

$99,575.00 93;060

B. The County Council, consistent with subsection 2.12.120C of this title, may adjust the
foregoing County Oefficer salaries from full time salaries to part time salaries, or from part

time salaries to full time salaries as the Council in its discretion may deem appropriate. This
includes adjustments to existing salaries made at any time during the current or subsequent pay
periods within the current term of office, consistent with subsection 2.12.120C2 of this title;
and it applies to adjustments to future salaries for pay periods during a term of office after the
current term of office, consistent with subsection 2.12.120C3 of this title.

C. A County officer will be paid a part time salary if the County Oefficer gives notice that he
or she chooses to work, or the County Council finds that the County Officer in fact works, less
than thirty (30) hours per week, in which case the part time salary will be an hourly wage based



upon the prorated amount of the full time salary and the County Oefficer may not receive other
compensatory benefits unless approved by the County Council. (Ord. 2014-11, 11-11-2014;
amd. Ord. 2018-16, 12-11-2018; Ord. 2019-09, 12-10-2019; Ord. 2020-15, 12-1-2020,

9-28-2021)
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County Council Meeting Agenda Item Staff Report

Submitter: Amy Adams
Department: Human Resources

Requested Meeting Date:  January 25, 2022

Agenda Item Language: Elected Official pay increase
Recommendation: It is recommended by the Compensation Committee that all Elected Officials

receive a pay increase effective 1/2/2022.
Background: The recommended increases are as follows:

Elected Office 2021 Annual Salary  Proposed 2022 Salary = Percentage change
$13,332 $16,000 20%
$15,163 $20’32}?i;§100 31%
$100,444 $107,476 7%
$136,885 $146,467 7%
$97,968 $104,826 7%
$120,578 $129,019 7%
§93,039 §99,552 7%
o T =
$106,205 $113,640 7%

The compensation committee recommends a 7% increase for full-time Elected Officials,
reflecting the average employee increase for 2022. This increase is also is in line with the rise in
the Consumer Price Index of 7% over the last 12 months.

The compensation committee recommends the Council Chair be paid 25% more than a Council
Member due to the increased duties and responsibilities and receive a $100 per month travel
stipend due to travel requirements of the Council Chair.

Fiscal Impact: Already accounted for in the 2022 budget.
Public Hearing Required: YES, set for January 25, 2022
Presenter Name: Amy Adams if needed

Presentation Time: 0

Point of Contact: Amy Adams




1857 County Council Meeting Agenda Item Staff Report

Legal Review: Alisa Larsen prepared the updated ordinance. It is attached.
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Hold a Public Hearing
Ordinance 2022-02 Lewis Rezone

Agenda request submitted by: Chris Harrild, Director — Forwarded from the County
Planning Commission

Assisting Department: Development Services

Requested Council meeting date: January 25, 2022

Agenda Item Language: Set hearing for Ordinance 2022-02 Lewis Rezone — A request to rezone

30 acres on 2 parcels located at approximately 6200 South 600 West, near Hyrum, from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Recommendation: Planning Commission — Denial (7-yea; 0-nay).

Background: A request to rezone 30 acres on 2 parcels located at approximately 6200 South
600 West, near Hyrum, from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Fiscal Impact: N/A

Public Hearing Required: Rezone requests require a public hearing before the County Planning

Commission (PC). This hearing was held on December 2, 2021.

No additional hearing is required under the requirements of the State Code, however, the
Council has previously directed it is beneficial to rehear the public comment and hold an
additional hearing before the Council.

See attached for additional information.

County Staff Presenter: Chris Harrild

Presentation Time: No additional staff presentation time is anticipated.

County Staff Point of Contact: Angie Zetterquist, County Planner

Legal Review: N/A
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Ord 2022-02
Lewis Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
30 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Denial (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Lewis Rezone is hereby
recommended for denial to the County Council as follows:
1. Access to the subject property is from a substandard public road that will require substantial
improvements to meet the minimum county standard.
2. The proximity of the subject properties to the boundaries of Hyrum City with access to utilities,
emergency services, and infrastructure would be better served as part of a Hyrum City
development through an annexation process.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 30 acres on two parcels from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission



Exhibit A
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Development Services Department

[_U ” 0 unty Building | GIS | Planning & Zoning
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Staff Report: Lewis Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Emili Culp Parcel ID#: 01-070-0001, -0002
Staff Recommendation: Denial

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 30.0 Surrounding Uses:

~6200 South 600 West North — Hyrum City

Hyrum South — Agricultural

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Agricultural

Agricultural (A10) Rural 2 (RU2) West — Hyrum City

01=070-0001,

Findings of Fact

A. Request description

1. A request to rezone 30.0 acres on two parcels 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 15 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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:

2 December 2021 1of4

Development Services Department ~ www.cachecounty.org/devserv
179 North Main, Suite 305 devservices@cachecounty.org
Logan, Utah 84321 (435) 755-1640



a. Land Use Context:
Parcel status: The subject properties are legal as they are in the same configuration as
it was on August 8, 2006.

Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

i.
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iii.

2 December 2021

Exhibit A
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Average Parcel Size

Adjacent
Parcels

With a Home in Hyrum City: 1.7 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home: 20.2 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 7.7 Acres (7 Parcels)

1/4 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 7.6 Acres (1 Parcel)

With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.8 Acres (45 Parcels)
Without a Home: 172 Acres (8 Parcels)

Without a Home in Hyrum City: 5.3 Acres (28 Parcels)

12 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 3.3 Acres (11 Parcels)
With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.4 Acres (352 Parcels)
Without a Home: 10 Acres (20 Parcels)

Without a Home in Hyrum City: 2.6 Acres (94 Parcels)

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
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= Recreational Facility

=  (Cemetery

= Private Airport

= Concentrated Animal Feed Operation
= Livestock Auction Facility

= Topsoil Extraction

iv.  Adjacent uses: The properties adjacent to the subject rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and single family dwellings and the boundaries of Hyrum City are
immediately north and west of the proposed rezone.

v.  Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Hyrum City future
annexation area. Recently, the applicant did go through the annexation process with
Hyrum City, but did not finalize it as required infrastructure improvements were cost-
prohibitive to the property owners. Hyrum City did not want to comment directly on
the rezone request at the time of the application submittal, but the applicant did
provide a copy of an email between her and the City where the City states the City
Council is not interested in supporting increased density through a county rezone and
feels future development in the area is best serviced as part of a City development.
(Attachment B)

vi.  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
Smithfield City boundary, at its closest point, is immediately adjacent to the subject
rezone boundary on the east.
The nearest RU2 zone is south of Paradise approximately 4.25 miles away from the
subject property as the crow flies. This RU2 zone, the Baldwin Rezone, includes a
total of 4.15 acres and was approved in 2017 (Ordinance 2017-04). Since the rezone
approval, a two-lot subdivision (i.e., Baldwin Subdivision) was approved with
conditions in May 2021, but the plat has not been recorded.

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 possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [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.”

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.
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C. Access—16.04.040 [A], 16.04.080 [E], Road Manual

7. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 600 West, a County road at the location of the
subject property.

a. 600 West:
i. Is an existing county facility that provides access to the many residential lots, a few

agricultural lots, and serves as a main through street from Hyrum to Paradise.

ii. Isclassified as a Minor Collector road.

ili.  Maintenance is shared with Hyrum City as the property on the west side of 600 West
and the property north of the subject properties are located in Hyrum City.

iv.  The road is substandard as to width of travel lanes, right-of-way, paved and gravel
shoulders, and clear zones.

D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Hyrum City on 19 November
2021.

17. Public comments regarding the proposed rezone are attached, including a letter from Hyrum
City (Attachment C).

Recommendation and Conclusion

Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Lewis Rezone is hereby recommended for denial to the
County Council as follows:
1. Access to the subject property is from a substandard public road that will require
substantial improvements to meet the minimum county standard.
2. The proximity of the subject properties to the boundaries of Hyrum City with access to
utilities, emergency services, and infrastructure would be better served as part of a Hyrum
City development through an annexation process.
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'l‘ Future Annexation Areas

Zone Type

Mineral Extraction and Excavation Overlay (ME)
m Public Infrastructure Overlay (Pl)
:l A10: Agriculture 10 acres

- C: Commercial

- FR40: Forest Recreaction 40 acres
- I: Industrial

- RR: Resort Recreation

|:| RU2: Rural 2 Zoning District
:l RUS: Rural 5 Zoning District

Proposed Rezone Winter Maintenance

D Municipal Boundaries
m Subdivisions

Parcels

County Roads
— Highways

Average Parcel Size
With a Home in Hyrum City: 1.7 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home: 20.2 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 7.7 Acres (7 Parcels)
With a Home: 7.5 Acres (1 Parcel)
1/4 Mile |With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.8 Acres (45 Parcels)
Buffer |Without a Home: 17.2 Acres (8 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 5.3 Acres (28 Parcels)
With a Home: 3.3 Acres (11 Parcels)
1/2 Mile |With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.4 Acres (352 Parcels)
Buffer |Without a Home: 10 Acres (20 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 2.6 Acres (94 Parcels)

Adjacent
Parcels

L
/ﬁ ache Development
i Services
= Oull’ﬁlyty ervices

®

11/15/2021



RE: Letter Request for Rezone Application imagvﬁ/ moapa%zEemili%40gmail%2Ecom@Myweéail.com
Attachmen

Subject: RE: Letter Request for Rezone Application
From: <rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com>

Date: 10/28/2021, 4:35 PM

To: "'Emili Culp" <moapa.emili@gmail.com>

Emily,

Hyrum City maintains 600 East and has all utilities near this property. This area is also served by Hyrum City Emergency Management
& Fire Departments. This is part of our annexation area and any development affects road & utility plans for the future needs of this
area. The City Council is not interested in supporting increased density thru a county rezone in this location. Hyrum feels like if this
area is to be developed further than what is currently allowed then it would best be serviced by being in the city.

Ron

From: Emili Culp <moapa.emili@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2021 1:38 PM

To: rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com

Subject: Re: Letter Request for Rezone Application

Can you please identify the specific concerns regarding the roads and utilities that the City Council would like to address?

Thanks,
Emili

On Wed, Oct 27, 2021 at 4:12 PM <rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com> wrote:
~ Emili,

The City Council has instructed City Staff to not send an open letter to the County as you have requested. With concerns for roads
- and utilities in this area they are not willing to support any rezone without further agreements and understandings.

. Ron

. ——--Original Message-----

~ From: Emili Culp <moapa.emili@gmail.com>

. Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2021 1:04 AM

~ To: rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com

- Cc: J Brunson <loujeannel3@gmail.com>

~ Subject: Letter Request for Rezone Application

~ Hello Ron,
I'hope you are doing well. I'm just following up with you on a request | sent to Stephanie that she forwarded on to you.

- Justto recap: | am reaching out because we are submitting a rezone application to the County for parcels 01-070-0001 and

- 01-070-0002. Because they are contiguous to Hyrum City, we are required to submit a letter from Hyrum City in regards to

- annexation of the property and provision of utilities. According to Angie Zetterquist, Planner at Cache County Development

- Services, the letter from Hyrum City just needs to state 1) Whether there are any current plans to annex and 2) Whether or not

~ Hyrum City will be providing services such as water, power, and sewer. Our answers to those questions are that 1) We do not have
f any current plans to annex and 2) We are not requesting services such as water, power, and sewer from Hyrum City.

Would it be possible for you to send the letter to me by this Thursday, October 28th? (We're trying to meet a submission
- deadline.)

. Thank you,

Emili Culp
© 702-379-9340

1of1 11/1/2021,9:54 PM
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Council Members
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Jared L. Clawson
Paul C. James
Vicky McCombs
Craig Aasmussen

City Administrator
Ron W. Salvesen

Recorder
Stephanie B, Fricke

Established 1860

Treasurer
Todd Perkins

November 23, 2021

To: Cache County Council & Planning Commission

Re: Lewis Rezone- 30 acres at ~6200 South 600 West

The Hyrum City Council has instructed City Staff to respond to this rezone application. Hyrum City is
opposed to the rezone of these properties to allow higher density outside of the city. This property is
part of Hyrum City’s annexation declaration area and abuts current Hyrum City limits on both the west
and north borders. This property is accessed by 600 West. The 600 West Road is maintained by Hyrum
City in this area with the city also providing fire and first responder services. The city has culinary water
and power lines along the west side of this property. In addition, culinary water, pressurized irrigation,
sewer, power, and a city road are stubbed to the north boundary of the five-acre parcel.

The property owners made application to Hyrum City to annex these parcels. Many discussions and
several public meetings were held to review this annexation proposal. The city worked out what would
need to be constructed with roads and utility extensions to serve this property. The property owners
withdrew their application instead of moving ahead with the annexation. If this property is to he
developed at a higher density, then is currently allowed, then we believe this property should be
annexed in to Hyrum City so that it would have access to city utilities and services.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.

oo

Ron Salvesen
Hyrum City Administrator

60 West Main = Hyrum, Utah B4319 -+ Phone (435) 245-6033
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Public Comment #1

ache

Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty Y @ yers
Lewis Rezone
1 message
Steve Miller <sjmiller182@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 30, 2021 at 7:24 PM

To: devservices@cachecounty.org

Cache County Planning Commission,

Regarding the Lewis Rezone, item #3 on your Agenda, I would like to express an opinion. The County
Planning Commission expressed no issue with the Lewis family moving forward with a request of
annexation into Hyrum City earlier this year, of which their request was made. It appeared that Hyrum
City and several citizens who live in close proximity to the Lewis property worked hard to find a solution
that met with the long range planning of the city and accommodate the Lewis family so that annexation
could take place, which never happened.

The plan which was presented to the Lewis family was a fair and very workable plan that protected the R-
5 zoning that many of the Lewis neighbors found so appealing when moving into this part of Hyrum. Itis
the only section of town where one can find an R-5 zone. I would hope that this area would continue to
allow larger lots, 1 acre or larger to be sold and developed to those who enjoy animal rights and space to
enjoy privacy. There is no other land in Hyrum that meets this qualification.

I would hope that your vote to move forward with a request to rezone 30 acres is a no vote. As a
neighbor directly across the street from the Lewis property I have no issues with the Lewis family and
hope that this issue could be resolved where all interests are dealt with fairly, not leaving it up to a land
developer to determine the size and density of a given area. Please encourage and invite the Lewis family
to come back to the negotiating table with Hyrum City.

Respectfully,

Steve J Miller
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aChet Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty

Lewis Rezone

1 message

Stephen Morrey <stephenmorrey@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 29, 2021 at 6:32 PM

To: DevServices@cachecounty.org

| would like to comment on the proposed Lewis Rezone. My understanding is that the proposal is that 30 acres would be
subdivided to accommodate 15 homes. To me this implies that there would be 15 2 acre lots. If this is the case | think
that would provide good continuity for our neighborhood. I live at 6313 S 600 W Hyrum UT. On the other hand the plan
would allow lots smaller than 1.5 acres then | would like to strongly oppose the proposal. If | am correct, the lots being
developed to the west of the new development north east of my home are being developed for the very purpose of
maintaining continuity. Anything short of 1.5 acres would destroy property values up and down my street and violate
reasonable continuity. Again if lots will be no less than 1.5 acres | believe continuity can be maintained and if this is the
case then | support the proposal.

| am unaware of any intent to widen the road in front of my house but nonetheless | would like to comment on the road
and traffic in front of my home. This road is used for a lot of rural uses, foot traffic, and other similar purposes so | believe
increased traffic patterns could be dangerous for local residents and once again create a continuity problem. | have 15
grandchildren that visit often. If increased traffic volume can be avoided down this street | would be supportive of the
proposal.

My wife and | thank you for your consideration on this important matter.
Sincerely,

Stephen and Karen Morrey
cell: 248 9619400
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Public Comment #3
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Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty g @ ere

Attention: Angie Zetterquist

1 message

laura.f.nielsen@gmail.com <laura.f.nielsen@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 29, 2021 at 10:49 PM
To: devservices@cachecounty.org

To Angie Zetterquist,

| live at 6521 S 600 W in Hyrum, Utah. It is the southernmost property on 600 W that is
annexed into Hyrum.

Over the past couple of years, | and my neighbors conferred extensively with the Hyrum
City Council on the subject of the annexation request for the Lewis property that is
currently a hayfield adjoining Michael Nelson’s property and south of the new Rolling
Hills development.

| and my neighbors have been very concerned about maintaining the rural feel on the
south side of Hyrum as expressed in the Hyrum City Plan. We argued for one acre lots
facing 600 W to match the lots currently on the street. We have been concerned about
the ability of the existing roads to handle the traffic resulting from a large number of
houses built in the area. And we have been particularly concerned about the location of
these roads which, in certain spots, could impact the quality of life and the property
values of existing homes.

A new housing development will require one or two major streets for access. Lots facing
this street will naturally be worth at least a little less than lots on side streets. The
Lewis’s are hoping to minimize this decrease of property value by running the main
access road at the edge of their property, thus putting half of the decrease in value on the
neighboring property. As it happens, their desired road would run along the long side of
Michael Nelson’s property, quite close to his house. This will put the greatest burden of
loss of value on the Nelsons.

This road would also exit the new neighborhood at a funny bend where 600 W curves to
become 200 s, and where three driveways exit onto 600 W. Having a huge number of
cars turning there would make access awkward for the three homeowners whose
driveways would be impacted, as well as causing difficulty for mail delivery and trash
pick-up. There are also concerns about car lights shining directly into the bedroom
windows of existing houses.

After much discussion, Steve Miller suggested that the road join 600 W opposite his
barn. This would alleviate all of the above-mentioned problems, but it would run the
major access road through the middle of the Lewis property, which they dislike.

Now, | understand that the Lewis’s are trying to avoid all of these reasonable restrictions
to make their development follow the Hyrum City Plan and the wishes of the neighbors
by applying to the county for rezoning. Apparently, they want a zoning change that would
allow minimum lot sizes of V2 acre, and no more than 15 houses on the 30 acres.
However, there is nothing to prevent them from developing 14 'z acre lots, putting one
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house on 23 acres, and then applying for rezoning or annexation agﬁ#gllié"r @ﬂgﬁ'ﬂ‘? #3

want to develop the other 23 acres more densely. This seems unreasonable,
unneighborly, and unfair.

| will also note that they applied for rezoning right before Thanksgiving, possibly in hopes
that the information sent out by the county would be overlooked in the rush of holiday
visiting and travel.

Under the circumstances. | respectfully request that the county deny this request for
rezoning. It is notin the best interests of the county, the City of Hyrum, or the general
neighborhood.

Thank you.

Laura Nielsen
6521 S 600 W
Hyrum, UT 84319
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Public Comment #4

November 30, 2021

Dear Cache County Development Service Department,

We are in receipt of the important notice regarding the Lewis Rezone from Agricultural (A10) to
Rural 2 (RU2) on 6200 South 600 West. Previously, we as neighbors who live in this area, met
for over a year with the Lewis’s and Hyrum City to discuss a plan for the future development of
our neighborhood that would be conducive with Hyrum’s Master Plan and congruent with the
existing neighborhood properties. All of the existing lots that surround the Lewis property are 1
acre lots and larger with the majority of the lots being over 2 acres. We want to maintain these
larger lot sizes for the new development to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
And for this reason, we oppose the rezone because with the RU2 proposal, the developer can
build homes on lots as small as % acre. As we have discussed in previous meetings, neighbors
do not favor this small of lot sizes as it has the potential to devalue neighboring lots and lose
congruency with what has already been built and maintained in this area.

Furthermore, over the course of the year and a half of Hyrum City meetings pertaining to
Lewis’s property, there have been major concerns and discussions about road placement. The
Lewis’s proposed that their inlet road of their development be placed at the north side of their
property boundary which runs along the full length of our property thus, maximizing the Lewis’s
property value while turning our lot into a corner lot that devalues our privacy and property
significantly due to minimal side yard setbacks. Moreover, the proposed placement of this road
would come out between three existing driveways which would be a major safety concern for
the neighbors as well as the mail and garbage collection. Since 600 West is a minor collector
road, we strongly recommend only one inlet coming in from the 600 West. The neighborhood
met earlier this year with two Hyrum City Councilmen, Hyrum City Manager, and the Hyrum
City Engineer. After discussion, a proposal was made that the inlet road be placed across from
Steve Millers barn. Those present at the meeting agreed that this would be the safest and most
non-intrusive option for access into the Lewis development. At one point of time, this was one
of the options Lewis’s summitted prior for the inlet/outlet road. However, since then, they are
now seeking a different entity. The hard work and effort already put forth by the city and the
heighboring citizens to address and solve these issues stopped short by this new plan for a
rezone. Because of the unknowns and uncertainty with lot sizes and road placement hindering
our own property and our neighborhood, we oppose the Lewis rezone.

Sincerely,
]

Christene and Michael Nelson
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Hold a Public Hearing
Ordinance 2022-03 Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone

Agenda request submitted by: Chris Harrild, Director — Forwarded from the County
Planning Commission

Assisting Department: Development Services

Requested Council meeting date: January 25, 2022

Agenda Item Language: Hold a public hearing for Ordinance 2022-03 Brooks Hansen Smithfield
West Rezone — A request to rezone 14.37 acres located at 6550 North 400 West, near
Smithfield, from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Recommendation: Planning Commission — Approval (7-yea; 0-nay).

Background: A request to rezone 14.37 acres located at 6550 North 400 West, near Smithfield,
from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Fiscal Impact: N/A

Public Hearing Required: Rezone requests require a public hearing before the County Planning

Commission (PC). This hearing was held on December 2, 2021.

No additional hearing is required under the requirements of the State Code, however, the
Council has previously directed it is beneficial to rehear the public comment and hold an
additional hearing before the Council.

See attached for additional information.

County Staff Presenter: Chris Harrild

Presentation Time: No additional staff presentation time is anticipated.

County Staff Point of Contact: Angie Zetterquist, County Planner

Legal Review: N/A
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Ord 2022-03
Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
14.37 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Approval (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Brooks Hansen Smithfield
West Rezone is hereby recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural (RU2)
Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Isin close proximity to the Smithfield City boundary.
b. Allows for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow for
rural subdivisions without impeding adjacent agricultural uses.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 14.37 acres from the Agricultural (A10)
Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission
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Staff Report: Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Brooks Hansen Parcel ID#: 08-043-0001
Staff Recommendation: Approve

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 14.37 Surrounding Uses:

6550 North 400 West North — Agricultural/Residential

Smithfield South — Residential

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Smithfield City

Agricultural (A10) Rural 2 (RU2) West —Agricultural/Residential

0820432000

1 W

2
H

Findings of Fact

A. Request description
1. A request to rezone 14.37 acres 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 7 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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:

2 December 2021 1of4

Development Services Department ~ www.cachecounty.org/devserv
179 North Main, Suite 305 devservices@cachecounty.org
Logan, Utah 84321 (435) 755-1640
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a. Land Use Context:

i.  Parcel status: The subject property is legal as it is in the same configuration as it was
on August 8, 2006.
The applicant previously applied for rezone to the Rural 2 Zone in July 2019. At that
time, the Planning Commission recommended denial and the County Council moved
to deny the rezone request due to access from a substandard county road, the location
would set a precedent for increased density, and issues with infrastructure would be
better addressed as part of a Smithfield City development through an annexation
process. At that time, the Smithfield City boundary was located approximately Y4
mile away from the subject property.
Since the initial rezone request in 2019, the portion of the County road along the
frontage of the subject property has been improved to allow for the development of a
single-family dwelling. Additionally, Smithfield City approved the Gyllenskog &
Hansen Annexation in March 2021 that added nearly 80 acres to the City and brought
the municipal boundary immediately east of the subject property, separated by a
railroad right-of-way.

ii.  Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

m'nraga Parcal Size

With a Home: 6.2 Acres (6 Parcels)

Without a Home: 14.7 Acres (5 Parcels)

Without a Home in Smithfield City: Acres | Parcels)

With a Home: 6.6 Acres (11 Parcels)

174 Mile |\With a Home in Smithfield City: 1 Acre (1 Parcel)

Buffar |Without a Home: 10.5 Scres (20 Parcels)
Without a Home in Smithfield City: 8.8 Acres (13 Parcels)
With a Home: 7.1 Acres (16 Parcels)

172 Mile |With a Home in Smithfield City: 0.4 Acres (173 Parcels)

Buffer [Without a Home: 13.3 Acres (38 Parcels)

Without a Home in Smithfield City: 3.8 Acres (58 Parcels)

2 December 2021 2 of4
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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 rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and single family dwellings and the boundary of Smithfield City lies along
the eastern boundary of the proposed rezone.

v. Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Smithfield City future
annexation area. Smithfield City has not commented directly on the rezone request
prior to this finalizing the staff report.

vi.  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
Smithfield City boundary, at its closest point, is immediately adjacent to the subject
rezone boundary on the east.

The nearest RU2 zone is immediately south of the subject property. This RU2 zone,
the Hansen Rezone, includes a total of 8.76 acres and was approved in 2016. Since
the rezone approval, a four-lot subdivision (i.e., Hansen 400 West Subdivision) has
been approved and homes have been constructed.

The next closest RU2 zoned properties, approximately 1.4 miles away via the most
direct road route, are on the west side of Smithfield City on the corner of 800 West
and SR 218: the Birch Hollow Rezone, Jeff West Rezone/West Acres Subdivision,
Birch Hollow South Rezone/Tom Pitcher Lot Split Subdivision, and the Creekside
Estates Rezone were approved in 2017, 2018, and 2021 (Ordinance #’s: 2017-06,
2018-03, 2018-07, and 2021-13).

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 possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [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.

2 December 2021 3of4




Exhibit A

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.”

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. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 400 West, a County road at the location of the
subject property, but changes to a Smithfield City road approximately 4 mile south.

a. 400 West:
i.  Is an existing county facility that provides access to the general public.

ii. Is classified as a Major Local road.

ili.  Provides access to agricultural and residential uses.

iv.  The road along the frontage of the subject property was improved last year but is still
substandard for shoulders, both paved and gravel.

v.  The road to the north and south of the subject property is substandard for width, right-
of-way, and clear-zone.

vi. s maintained year round.

D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Smithfield City on 19
November 2021.

17. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the
Development Services Office.

Staff Recommendation and Conclusions
Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone is hereby
recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural (RU2) Zone as
identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Isin close proximity to the Smithfield City boundary.
b. Allows for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow for
rural subdivisions without impeding adjacent agricultural uses.
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{E\l aChe Council Meeting Memorandum
=_Lounty

Hold a Public Hearing
Ordinance 2022-04 Cub River Estates Il Rezone

Agenda request submitted by: Chris Harrild, Director — Forwarded from the County
Planning Commission

Assisting Department: Development Services

Requested Council meeting date: January 25, 2022

Agenda Item Language: Hold a public hearing for Ordinance 2022-04 Cub River Estates Il

Rezone — A request to rezone 26.35 acres located at 780 East 12400 North, Cove, from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.

Recommendation: Planning Commission — Approval (7-yea; 0-nay).

Background: A request to rezone 26.35 acres located at 780 East 12400 North, Cove, from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.

Fiscal Impact: N/A

Public Hearing Required: Rezone requests require a public hearing before the County Planning

Commission (PC). This hearing was held on December 2, 2021.

No additional hearing is required under the requirements of the State Code, however, the
Council has previously directed it is beneficial to rehear the public comment and hold an
additional hearing before the Council.

See attached for additional information.

County Staff Presenter: Chris Harrild

Presentation Time: No additional staff presentation time is anticipated.

County Staff Point of Contact: Angie Zetterquist, County Planner

Legal Review: N/A
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Ord 2022-04
Cub River Estates Il Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
26.35 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Approval (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Cub River Estates Il Rezone
is hereby recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural 5 (RU5)
Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Allows for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses.
b. Does not unreasonably impede adjacent agricultural uses, nor unreasonably conflict
with the development standards of adjacent communities.
c. The property is appropriately served by adequate provision of public services.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 26.35 acres from the Agricultural (A10)
Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission
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Staff Report: Cub River Estates Il Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Vern Fielding Parcel ID#: 09-030-0012
Staff Recommendation: Approval

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 26.35 Surrounding Uses:

800 East 12400 North North — Agricultural/Residential

Cove South — Agricultural

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Agricultural

Agricultural (A10) Rural 5 (RUY) West — Agricultural/Residential

0920302 00,1

Findings of Fact

A. Request description
1. A request to rezone 26.35 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.
2. This rezone may allow the parcel to be legally divided into a maximum potential of 5
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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:
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a. Land Use Context:
i Parcel status: The subject property is legal as it is in the same configuration as it was

1.

il

2 December 2021

on August 8, 2006.

development may require additional analysis in these areas.
Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

Exhibit A

According to the GIS information, portions of the property
contains areas in the FEMA floodplain and the County floodplain buffer.
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Average Parcel Size

Adjacent
Parcels

With a Home: 37.6 Acres (5 Parcels)
Without a Home: 44 Acres (5 Parcels)

1/4 Mile
Buffer

1/2 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 21.8 Acres (10 Parcels)

Without a Home: 20.1 Acres (16 Parcels)

With a Home: 7.8 Acres (39 Parcels)

With a Home in Lewiston City: 4 Acres (1 Parcel)
Without a Home: 18.3 Acres (34 Parcels)

Without a Home in Lewiston City: 28.6 Acres (7 Parcels)
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iii.  Schedule of Zoning Uses: Under the current County Land Use Ordinance, the RUS
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
RUS 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
RUS 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 rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and some single family dwellings.

v.  Annexation Areas: The subject property is not located within a future annexation
area, though the property immediately south of the subject property is located within
the Richmond City future annexation area.

vi.  Zone Placement: As identified by the Planning Commission and the County Council
at the time the RUS Zone was adopted, the intended/anticipated placement of this
zone was in areas of the unincorporated county adjacent to municipalities.

The nearest RUS zone is east of the subject property approximately 2.5 miles away as
the crow flies. This RUS5 zone, the Michael Allen Rezone, included a total of 31.5
acres and was approved in 2012 (Ordinance 2012-04). A four-lot subdivision (i.e.,
Michael Allen Subdivision) was approved in 2013. The number of lots in the
Michael Allen Subdivision was limited to a maximum of 4 lots after non-developable
sensitive areas were removed from the gross acreage.

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 5
(RUS) Zone but does contain possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [1] identifies the purpose of the RUS5 Zone and includes the
following:

a. “To allow for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses. 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.”

6. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the RUS Zone will be addressed as
part of each respective approval process required prior to site development activities.
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C. Access—16.04.040 [A], 16.04.080 [E], Road Manual

7. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 12400 North/Cannibal Road, a County road.

a. 12400 North:
i. Is an existing county facility that provides access to agricultural and residential lots
and has access to US Highway 91.
ii. Is classified as a Major Local road.
iii.  The road consists of a 20-foot-wide paved surface, but is substandard as to paved and
gravel shoulders at this location.
iv.  Is maintained year around.
D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Lewiston City on 19
November 2021.

17. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the
Development Services Office.

Staff Recommendation and Conclusion

Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Cub River Estates II Rezone is hereby recommended
for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural 5 (RUS) Zone
as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Allows for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses.
b. Does not unreasonably impede adjacent agricultural uses, nor unreasonably conflict with
the development standards of adjacent communities.

c. The property is appropriately served by adequate provision of public services.
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CACHE COUNTY
ORDINANCE 2022-01

AN ORDINANCE CHANGING THE SALARIES OF THE CACHE COUNTY ELECTED
OFFICERS AND MEMBERS OF THE CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL

WHEREAS, the Cache County Council, upon lawful notice and in accordance with Utah
Code section 17-16-14, held on January 25, 2022, a public hearing on proposed salary increases
for 2022 for Cache County officers and members of the Cache County Council; and

WHEREAS, the Organic Act for the Government of Cache County, Utah, as approved on
November 6, 1984, and amended from time to time thereafter, authorizes the modification of

salaries for all elected county officers by ordinance;

NOW THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of Cache County ordains as follows:

SECTION 1:

Section 2.28.010 of the Cache County Code is amended to read in full as follows:

2.28.010: County Council

The salaries for members of the Cache County Council for the period from January 1,
2022, through December 31, 2022, shall be as follows:

Council Member

$16,000.00

Council Chair

$20,000.00 (calculated by multiplying the
salary for a regular council member by 1.25)
together with a $100.00/month vehicle stipend

SECTION 2:

Section 2.28.030 of the Cache County Code is amended to read in full as follows:

2.28.030: County Officers

A. The salaries for County officers for the period from January 1, 2022, through

December 31, 2022, shall be as follows:

County Executive/Surveyor $129,019.00
County Assessor $107,476.00
County Attorney $146,467.00
County Clerk/Auditor $104,826.00
County Recorder $99,552.00

County Sheriff $113,640.00
County Treasurer $99.575.00

B. The County Council, consistent with subsection 2.12.120C of this title, may adjust the
foregoing County officer salaries from full time salaries to part time salaries, or from part
time salaries to full time salaries as the Council in its discretion may deem appropriate.
This includes adjustments to existing salaries made at any time during the current or




subsequent pay periods within the current term of office, consistent with

subsection 2.12.120C2 of this title; and it applies to adjustments to future salaries for pay
periods during a term of office after the current term of office, consistent with

subsection 2.12.120C3 of this title.

C. A County officer will be paid a part time salary if the County officer gives notice that
he or she chooses to work, or the County Council finds that the County Officer in fact
works, less than thirty (30) hours per week, in which case the part time salary will be an
hourly wage based upon the prorated amount of the full time salary and the County
officer may not receive other compensatory benefits unless approved by the County
Council.

SECTION 3: REPEALER
The salary provisions of all prior ordinances or resolutions, or any parts thereof, in conflict with

the above Cache County Code amendments are hereby repealed and superseded to the extent of
such conflict. Otherwise such resolutions and ordinances remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 4: EFFECTIVE DATE

This ordinance takes effect 15 days following its approval by the County Council.

APPROVED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF CACHE COUNTY, UTAH, THIS 25TH DAY
OF JANUARY 2022.

In Favor Against Abstained Absent

Paul R. Borup

David Erickson

Nolan P. Gunnell

Barbara Tidwell

Karl Ward

Gina Worthen

Gordon Zilles

TOTAL:

CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL: ATTEST:

Barbara Y. Tidwell, Chair Jess W. Bradfield, Cache County Clerk

ACTION OF COUNTY EXECUTIVE:

Approved
Disapproved (Written statement of objection attached)

David Zook, Cache County Executive Date



Ordinance No. 2022-02
Cache County, Utah

Lewis Rezone

An ordinance request to amend the County Zoning Map by rezoning 30.0 acres from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone

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 Planning Commission caused notice of a public hearing for the rezone to be
posted at least ten (10) days before the date of the public hearing; and

Whereas, on December 2, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing, accepted

all comments, and recommended the denial of the proposed amendments to the County
Council for final action; and

Whereas, the Act also provides certain procedures for the county legislative body to
adopt or reject amendments to the land use ordinance and zoning map for the county; and

Whereas, following proper notice, the County Council held a public hearing on January
25, 2022, to consider any comments regarding the proposed rezone. The County Council
accepted all comments; and

Now, therefore, the County Legislative Body of Cache County ordains as follows
regarding the Lewis Rezone request:
1. Statutory Authority
The statutory authority for acting on 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. Exhibits
A. Exhibit A: Rezone summary and information.



Action taken on

, 2022,

In Favor

Against

Abstained Absent

Borup

Erickson

Gunnell

Tidwell

Ward

Worthen

Zilles

Total

Cache County Council:

Barbara Tidwell, Chair
Cache County Council

Attest:

Jess Bradfield
Cache County Clerk

Publication Date:

, 2022
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Ord 2022-02
Lewis Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
30 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Denial (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Lewis Rezone is hereby
recommended for denial to the County Council as follows:
1. Access to the subject property is from a substandard public road that will require substantial
improvements to meet the minimum county standard.
2. The proximity of the subject properties to the boundaries of Hyrum City with access to utilities,
emergency services, and infrastructure would be better served as part of a Hyrum City
development through an annexation process.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 30 acres on two parcels from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission
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Staff Report: Lewis Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Emili Culp Parcel ID#: 01-070-0001, -0002
Staff Recommendation: Denial

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 30.0 Surrounding Uses:

~6200 South 600 West North — Hyrum City

Hyrum South — Agricultural

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Agricultural

Agricultural (A10) Rural 2 (RU2) West — Hyrum City

01=070-0001,

Findings of Fact

A. Request description

1. A request to rezone 30.0 acres on two parcels 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 15 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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:
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a. Land Use Context:
Parcel status: The subject properties are legal as they are in the same configuration as
it was on August 8, 2006.

Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

i.

il

iii.

2 December 2021
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Average Parcel Size

Adjacent
Parcels

With a Home in Hyrum City: 1.7 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home: 20.2 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 7.7 Acres (7 Parcels)

1/4 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 7.6 Acres (1 Parcel)

With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.8 Acres (45 Parcels)
Without a Home: 172 Acres (8 Parcels)

Without a Home in Hyrum City: 5.3 Acres (28 Parcels)

12 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 3.3 Acres (11 Parcels)
With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.4 Acres (352 Parcels)
Without a Home: 10 Acres (20 Parcels)

Without a Home in Hyrum City: 2.6 Acres (94 Parcels)

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
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= Recreational Facility

=  (Cemetery

= Private Airport

= Concentrated Animal Feed Operation
= Livestock Auction Facility

= Topsoil Extraction

iv.  Adjacent uses: The properties adjacent to the subject rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and single family dwellings and the boundaries of Hyrum City are
immediately north and west of the proposed rezone.

v.  Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Hyrum City future
annexation area. Recently, the applicant did go through the annexation process with
Hyrum City, but did not finalize it as required infrastructure improvements were cost-
prohibitive to the property owners. Hyrum City did not want to comment directly on
the rezone request at the time of the application submittal, but the applicant did
provide a copy of an email between her and the City where the City states the City
Council is not interested in supporting increased density through a county rezone and
feels future development in the area is best serviced as part of a City development.
(Attachment B)

vi.  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
Smithfield City boundary, at its closest point, is immediately adjacent to the subject
rezone boundary on the east.
The nearest RU2 zone is south of Paradise approximately 4.25 miles away from the
subject property as the crow flies. This RU2 zone, the Baldwin Rezone, includes a
total of 4.15 acres and was approved in 2017 (Ordinance 2017-04). Since the rezone
approval, a two-lot subdivision (i.e., Baldwin Subdivision) was approved with
conditions in May 2021, but the plat has not been recorded.

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 possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [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.”

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.

2 December 2021 3of4
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C. Access—16.04.040 [A], 16.04.080 [E], Road Manual

7. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 600 West, a County road at the location of the
subject property.

a. 600 West:
i. Is an existing county facility that provides access to the many residential lots, a few

agricultural lots, and serves as a main through street from Hyrum to Paradise.

ii. Isclassified as a Minor Collector road.

ili.  Maintenance is shared with Hyrum City as the property on the west side of 600 West
and the property north of the subject properties are located in Hyrum City.

iv.  The road is substandard as to width of travel lanes, right-of-way, paved and gravel
shoulders, and clear zones.

D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Hyrum City on 19 November
2021.

17. Public comments regarding the proposed rezone are attached, including a letter from Hyrum
City (Attachment C).

Recommendation and Conclusion

Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Lewis Rezone is hereby recommended for denial to the
County Council as follows:
1. Access to the subject property is from a substandard public road that will require
substantial improvements to meet the minimum county standard.
2. The proximity of the subject properties to the boundaries of Hyrum City with access to
utilities, emergency services, and infrastructure would be better served as part of a Hyrum
City development through an annexation process.
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Zone Type

Mineral Extraction and Excavation Overlay (ME)
m Public Infrastructure Overlay (Pl)
:l A10: Agriculture 10 acres

- C: Commercial

- FR40: Forest Recreaction 40 acres
- I: Industrial

- RR: Resort Recreation

|:| RU2: Rural 2 Zoning District
:l RUS: Rural 5 Zoning District

Proposed Rezone Winter Maintenance

D Municipal Boundaries
m Subdivisions

Parcels

County Roads
— Highways

Average Parcel Size
With a Home in Hyrum City: 1.7 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home: 20.2 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 7.7 Acres (7 Parcels)
With a Home: 7.5 Acres (1 Parcel)
1/4 Mile |With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.8 Acres (45 Parcels)
Buffer |Without a Home: 17.2 Acres (8 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 5.3 Acres (28 Parcels)
With a Home: 3.3 Acres (11 Parcels)
1/2 Mile |With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.4 Acres (352 Parcels)
Buffer |Without a Home: 10 Acres (20 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 2.6 Acres (94 Parcels)

Adjacent
Parcels
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RE: Letter Request for Rezone Application imagvﬁ/ moapa%zEemili%40gmail%2Ecom@Myweéail.com
Attachmen

Subject: RE: Letter Request for Rezone Application
From: <rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com>

Date: 10/28/2021, 4:35 PM

To: "'Emili Culp" <moapa.emili@gmail.com>

Emily,

Hyrum City maintains 600 East and has all utilities near this property. This area is also served by Hyrum City Emergency Management
& Fire Departments. This is part of our annexation area and any development affects road & utility plans for the future needs of this
area. The City Council is not interested in supporting increased density thru a county rezone in this location. Hyrum feels like if this
area is to be developed further than what is currently allowed then it would best be serviced by being in the city.

Ron

From: Emili Culp <moapa.emili@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2021 1:38 PM

To: rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com

Subject: Re: Letter Request for Rezone Application

Can you please identify the specific concerns regarding the roads and utilities that the City Council would like to address?

Thanks,
Emili

On Wed, Oct 27, 2021 at 4:12 PM <rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com> wrote:
~ Emili,

The City Council has instructed City Staff to not send an open letter to the County as you have requested. With concerns for roads
- and utilities in this area they are not willing to support any rezone without further agreements and understandings.

. Ron

. ——--Original Message-----

~ From: Emili Culp <moapa.emili@gmail.com>

. Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2021 1:04 AM

~ To: rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com

- Cc: J Brunson <loujeannel3@gmail.com>

~ Subject: Letter Request for Rezone Application

~ Hello Ron,
I'hope you are doing well. I'm just following up with you on a request | sent to Stephanie that she forwarded on to you.

- Justto recap: | am reaching out because we are submitting a rezone application to the County for parcels 01-070-0001 and

- 01-070-0002. Because they are contiguous to Hyrum City, we are required to submit a letter from Hyrum City in regards to

- annexation of the property and provision of utilities. According to Angie Zetterquist, Planner at Cache County Development

- Services, the letter from Hyrum City just needs to state 1) Whether there are any current plans to annex and 2) Whether or not

~ Hyrum City will be providing services such as water, power, and sewer. Our answers to those questions are that 1) We do not have
f any current plans to annex and 2) We are not requesting services such as water, power, and sewer from Hyrum City.

Would it be possible for you to send the letter to me by this Thursday, October 28th? (We're trying to meet a submission
- deadline.)

. Thank you,

Emili Culp
© 702-379-9340

1of1 11/1/2021,9:54 PM



Mayor, ﬁ%ﬂmﬂnﬁr

Council Members
Steve Adams
Jared L. Clawson
Paul C. James
Vicky McCombs
Craig Aasmussen

City Administrator
Ron W. Salvesen

Recorder
Stephanie B, Fricke

Established 1860

Treasurer
Todd Perkins

November 23, 2021

To: Cache County Council & Planning Commission

Re: Lewis Rezone- 30 acres at ~6200 South 600 West

The Hyrum City Council has instructed City Staff to respond to this rezone application. Hyrum City is
opposed to the rezone of these properties to allow higher density outside of the city. This property is
part of Hyrum City’s annexation declaration area and abuts current Hyrum City limits on both the west
and north borders. This property is accessed by 600 West. The 600 West Road is maintained by Hyrum
City in this area with the city also providing fire and first responder services. The city has culinary water
and power lines along the west side of this property. In addition, culinary water, pressurized irrigation,
sewer, power, and a city road are stubbed to the north boundary of the five-acre parcel.

The property owners made application to Hyrum City to annex these parcels. Many discussions and
several public meetings were held to review this annexation proposal. The city worked out what would
need to be constructed with roads and utility extensions to serve this property. The property owners
withdrew their application instead of moving ahead with the annexation. If this property is to he
developed at a higher density, then is currently allowed, then we believe this property should be
annexed in to Hyrum City so that it would have access to city utilities and services.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.

oo

Ron Salvesen
Hyrum City Administrator

60 West Main = Hyrum, Utah B4319 -+ Phone (435) 245-6033
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Public Comment #1

ache

Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty Y @ yers
Lewis Rezone
1 message
Steve Miller <sjmiller182@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 30, 2021 at 7:24 PM

To: devservices@cachecounty.org

Cache County Planning Commission,

Regarding the Lewis Rezone, item #3 on your Agenda, I would like to express an opinion. The County
Planning Commission expressed no issue with the Lewis family moving forward with a request of
annexation into Hyrum City earlier this year, of which their request was made. It appeared that Hyrum
City and several citizens who live in close proximity to the Lewis property worked hard to find a solution
that met with the long range planning of the city and accommodate the Lewis family so that annexation
could take place, which never happened.

The plan which was presented to the Lewis family was a fair and very workable plan that protected the R-
5 zoning that many of the Lewis neighbors found so appealing when moving into this part of Hyrum. Itis
the only section of town where one can find an R-5 zone. I would hope that this area would continue to
allow larger lots, 1 acre or larger to be sold and developed to those who enjoy animal rights and space to
enjoy privacy. There is no other land in Hyrum that meets this qualification.

I would hope that your vote to move forward with a request to rezone 30 acres is a no vote. As a
neighbor directly across the street from the Lewis property I have no issues with the Lewis family and
hope that this issue could be resolved where all interests are dealt with fairly, not leaving it up to a land
developer to determine the size and density of a given area. Please encourage and invite the Lewis family
to come back to the negotiating table with Hyrum City.

Respectfully,

Steve J Miller



Attachment C Exhibit A

aChet Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty

Lewis Rezone

1 message

Stephen Morrey <stephenmorrey@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 29, 2021 at 6:32 PM

To: DevServices@cachecounty.org

| would like to comment on the proposed Lewis Rezone. My understanding is that the proposal is that 30 acres would be
subdivided to accommodate 15 homes. To me this implies that there would be 15 2 acre lots. If this is the case | think
that would provide good continuity for our neighborhood. I live at 6313 S 600 W Hyrum UT. On the other hand the plan
would allow lots smaller than 1.5 acres then | would like to strongly oppose the proposal. If | am correct, the lots being
developed to the west of the new development north east of my home are being developed for the very purpose of
maintaining continuity. Anything short of 1.5 acres would destroy property values up and down my street and violate
reasonable continuity. Again if lots will be no less than 1.5 acres | believe continuity can be maintained and if this is the
case then | support the proposal.

| am unaware of any intent to widen the road in front of my house but nonetheless | would like to comment on the road
and traffic in front of my home. This road is used for a lot of rural uses, foot traffic, and other similar purposes so | believe
increased traffic patterns could be dangerous for local residents and once again create a continuity problem. | have 15
grandchildren that visit often. If increased traffic volume can be avoided down this street | would be supportive of the
proposal.

My wife and | thank you for your consideration on this important matter.
Sincerely,

Stephen and Karen Morrey
cell: 248 9619400
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Public Comment #3

ache

Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty g @ ere

Attention: Angie Zetterquist

1 message

laura.f.nielsen@gmail.com <laura.f.nielsen@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 29, 2021 at 10:49 PM
To: devservices@cachecounty.org

To Angie Zetterquist,

| live at 6521 S 600 W in Hyrum, Utah. It is the southernmost property on 600 W that is
annexed into Hyrum.

Over the past couple of years, | and my neighbors conferred extensively with the Hyrum
City Council on the subject of the annexation request for the Lewis property that is
currently a hayfield adjoining Michael Nelson’s property and south of the new Rolling
Hills development.

| and my neighbors have been very concerned about maintaining the rural feel on the
south side of Hyrum as expressed in the Hyrum City Plan. We argued for one acre lots
facing 600 W to match the lots currently on the street. We have been concerned about
the ability of the existing roads to handle the traffic resulting from a large number of
houses built in the area. And we have been particularly concerned about the location of
these roads which, in certain spots, could impact the quality of life and the property
values of existing homes.

A new housing development will require one or two major streets for access. Lots facing
this street will naturally be worth at least a little less than lots on side streets. The
Lewis’s are hoping to minimize this decrease of property value by running the main
access road at the edge of their property, thus putting half of the decrease in value on the
neighboring property. As it happens, their desired road would run along the long side of
Michael Nelson’s property, quite close to his house. This will put the greatest burden of
loss of value on the Nelsons.

This road would also exit the new neighborhood at a funny bend where 600 W curves to
become 200 s, and where three driveways exit onto 600 W. Having a huge number of
cars turning there would make access awkward for the three homeowners whose
driveways would be impacted, as well as causing difficulty for mail delivery and trash
pick-up. There are also concerns about car lights shining directly into the bedroom
windows of existing houses.

After much discussion, Steve Miller suggested that the road join 600 W opposite his
barn. This would alleviate all of the above-mentioned problems, but it would run the
major access road through the middle of the Lewis property, which they dislike.

Now, | understand that the Lewis’s are trying to avoid all of these reasonable restrictions
to make their development follow the Hyrum City Plan and the wishes of the neighbors
by applying to the county for rezoning. Apparently, they want a zoning change that would
allow minimum lot sizes of V2 acre, and no more than 15 houses on the 30 acres.
However, there is nothing to prevent them from developing 14 'z acre lots, putting one
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house on 23 acres, and then applying for rezoning or annexation agﬁ#gllié"r @ﬂgﬁ'ﬂ‘? #3

want to develop the other 23 acres more densely. This seems unreasonable,
unneighborly, and unfair.

| will also note that they applied for rezoning right before Thanksgiving, possibly in hopes
that the information sent out by the county would be overlooked in the rush of holiday
visiting and travel.

Under the circumstances. | respectfully request that the county deny this request for
rezoning. It is notin the best interests of the county, the City of Hyrum, or the general
neighborhood.

Thank you.

Laura Nielsen
6521 S 600 W
Hyrum, UT 84319
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Public Comment #4

November 30, 2021

Dear Cache County Development Service Department,

We are in receipt of the important notice regarding the Lewis Rezone from Agricultural (A10) to
Rural 2 (RU2) on 6200 South 600 West. Previously, we as neighbors who live in this area, met
for over a year with the Lewis’s and Hyrum City to discuss a plan for the future development of
our neighborhood that would be conducive with Hyrum’s Master Plan and congruent with the
existing neighborhood properties. All of the existing lots that surround the Lewis property are 1
acre lots and larger with the majority of the lots being over 2 acres. We want to maintain these
larger lot sizes for the new development to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
And for this reason, we oppose the rezone because with the RU2 proposal, the developer can
build homes on lots as small as % acre. As we have discussed in previous meetings, neighbors
do not favor this small of lot sizes as it has the potential to devalue neighboring lots and lose
congruency with what has already been built and maintained in this area.

Furthermore, over the course of the year and a half of Hyrum City meetings pertaining to
Lewis’s property, there have been major concerns and discussions about road placement. The
Lewis’s proposed that their inlet road of their development be placed at the north side of their
property boundary which runs along the full length of our property thus, maximizing the Lewis’s
property value while turning our lot into a corner lot that devalues our privacy and property
significantly due to minimal side yard setbacks. Moreover, the proposed placement of this road
would come out between three existing driveways which would be a major safety concern for
the neighbors as well as the mail and garbage collection. Since 600 West is a minor collector
road, we strongly recommend only one inlet coming in from the 600 West. The neighborhood
met earlier this year with two Hyrum City Councilmen, Hyrum City Manager, and the Hyrum
City Engineer. After discussion, a proposal was made that the inlet road be placed across from
Steve Millers barn. Those present at the meeting agreed that this would be the safest and most
non-intrusive option for access into the Lewis development. At one point of time, this was one
of the options Lewis’s summitted prior for the inlet/outlet road. However, since then, they are
now seeking a different entity. The hard work and effort already put forth by the city and the
heighboring citizens to address and solve these issues stopped short by this new plan for a
rezone. Because of the unknowns and uncertainty with lot sizes and road placement hindering
our own property and our neighborhood, we oppose the Lewis rezone.

Sincerely,
]

Christene and Michael Nelson



Ordinance No. 2022-03
Cache County, Utah

Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone

An ordinance request to amend the County Zoning Map by rezoning 14.37 acres from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone

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 Planning Commission caused notice of a public hearing for the rezone to be
posted at least ten (10) days before the date of the public hearing; and

Whereas, on December 2, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing, accepted

all comments, and recommended the approval of the proposed amendments to the County
Council for final action; and

Whereas, the Act also provides certain procedures for the county legislative body to
adopt or reject amendments to the land use ordinance and zoning map for the county; and

Whereas, following proper notice, the County Council held a public hearing on January
25, 2022, to consider any comments regarding the proposed rezone. 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 this ordinance.

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. 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 B, of which a detailed digital or paper copy is
available in the Development Services Department.



Conclusions
A. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural
(RU2) Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Isin close proximity to the Smithfield City boundary.
b. Allows for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow
for rural subdivisions without impeding adjacent agricultural uses.
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.
Exhibits
A. Exhibit A: Rezone summary and information
B. Exhibit B: Zoning Map of Cache County showing affected portion.
Effective date
This ordinance takes effect on , 2022. 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.

Approved and adopted ,2022.
In Favor Against Abstained | Absent

Borup

Erickson

Gunnell

Tidwell

Ward

Worthen

Zilles

Total

Cache County Council: Attest:
Barbara Tidwell, Chair Jess Bradfield
Cache County Council Cache County Clerk

Publication Date:

, 2022
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Ord 2022-03
Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
14.37 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Approval (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Brooks Hansen Smithfield
West Rezone is hereby recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural (RU2)
Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Isin close proximity to the Smithfield City boundary.
b. Allows for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow for
rural subdivisions without impeding adjacent agricultural uses.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 14.37 acres from the Agricultural (A10)
Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission
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Staff Report: Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Brooks Hansen Parcel ID#: 08-043-0001
Staff Recommendation: Approve

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 14.37 Surrounding Uses:

6550 North 400 West North — Agricultural/Residential

Smithfield South — Residential

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Smithfield City

Agricultural (A10) Rural 2 (RU2) West —Agricultural/Residential

0820432000

1 W

2
H

Findings of Fact

A. Request description
1. A request to rezone 14.37 acres 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 7 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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:

2 December 2021 1of4

Development Services Department ~ www.cachecounty.org/devserv
179 North Main, Suite 305 devservices@cachecounty.org
Logan, Utah 84321 (435) 755-1640



Exhibit A

a. Land Use Context:

i.  Parcel status: The subject property is legal as it is in the same configuration as it was
on August 8, 2006.
The applicant previously applied for rezone to the Rural 2 Zone in July 2019. At that
time, the Planning Commission recommended denial and the County Council moved
to deny the rezone request due to access from a substandard county road, the location
would set a precedent for increased density, and issues with infrastructure would be
better addressed as part of a Smithfield City development through an annexation
process. At that time, the Smithfield City boundary was located approximately Y4
mile away from the subject property.
Since the initial rezone request in 2019, the portion of the County road along the
frontage of the subject property has been improved to allow for the development of a
single-family dwelling. Additionally, Smithfield City approved the Gyllenskog &
Hansen Annexation in March 2021 that added nearly 80 acres to the City and brought
the municipal boundary immediately east of the subject property, separated by a
railroad right-of-way.

ii.  Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

m'nraga Parcal Size

With a Home: 6.2 Acres (6 Parcels)

Without a Home: 14.7 Acres (5 Parcels)

Without a Home in Smithfield City: Acres | Parcels)

With a Home: 6.6 Acres (11 Parcels)

174 Mile |\With a Home in Smithfield City: 1 Acre (1 Parcel)

Buffar |Without a Home: 10.5 Scres (20 Parcels)
Without a Home in Smithfield City: 8.8 Acres (13 Parcels)
With a Home: 7.1 Acres (16 Parcels)

172 Mile |With a Home in Smithfield City: 0.4 Acres (173 Parcels)

Buffer [Without a Home: 13.3 Acres (38 Parcels)

Without a Home in Smithfield City: 3.8 Acres (58 Parcels)

2 December 2021 2 of4
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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 rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and single family dwellings and the boundary of Smithfield City lies along
the eastern boundary of the proposed rezone.

v. Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Smithfield City future
annexation area. Smithfield City has not commented directly on the rezone request
prior to this finalizing the staff report.

vi.  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
Smithfield City boundary, at its closest point, is immediately adjacent to the subject
rezone boundary on the east.

The nearest RU2 zone is immediately south of the subject property. This RU2 zone,
the Hansen Rezone, includes a total of 8.76 acres and was approved in 2016. Since
the rezone approval, a four-lot subdivision (i.e., Hansen 400 West Subdivision) has
been approved and homes have been constructed.

The next closest RU2 zoned properties, approximately 1.4 miles away via the most
direct road route, are on the west side of Smithfield City on the corner of 800 West
and SR 218: the Birch Hollow Rezone, Jeff West Rezone/West Acres Subdivision,
Birch Hollow South Rezone/Tom Pitcher Lot Split Subdivision, and the Creekside
Estates Rezone were approved in 2017, 2018, and 2021 (Ordinance #’s: 2017-06,
2018-03, 2018-07, and 2021-13).

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 possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [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.
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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.”

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. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 400 West, a County road at the location of the
subject property, but changes to a Smithfield City road approximately 4 mile south.

a. 400 West:
i.  Is an existing county facility that provides access to the general public.

ii. Is classified as a Major Local road.

ili.  Provides access to agricultural and residential uses.

iv.  The road along the frontage of the subject property was improved last year but is still
substandard for shoulders, both paved and gravel.

v.  The road to the north and south of the subject property is substandard for width, right-
of-way, and clear-zone.

vi. s maintained year round.

D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Smithfield City on 19
November 2021.

17. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the
Development Services Office.

Staff Recommendation and Conclusions
Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone is hereby
recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural (RU2) Zone as
identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Isin close proximity to the Smithfield City boundary.
b. Allows for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow for
rural subdivisions without impeding adjacent agricultural uses.
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Exhibit B: Ordinance 2022-03

Zoning Map of Cache County — Affected Portion
Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone

108504550001

Smithfield

The following legal description reflects the noted properties above to be rezoned from
Agricultural (A10) to Rural 2 (RU2):

08-043-0001

BEGINNING ON THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 400 WEST STREET AT A POINT LOCATED
SOUTH 77°30'39" EAST 2989.51 FEET FROM THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 21,
SAID POINT LOCATED BY RECORD AS 247.50 FEET EAST AND 883.08 FEET SOUTH OF THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER, AND RUNNING THENCE ALONG SAID
EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) COURSES: (1) NORTH 0°14'27" EAST 366.66
FEET; (2) NORTH 0°39'14" EAST 467.00 FEET TO A POINT OF THE RECORD LOCATED 247.50 FEET
EAST AND 231.00 FEET NORTH OF SAID NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER,;
THENCE NORTH 89°43'25" EA ST 816.71 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE
OREGON

SHORT LINE RAILROAD; THENCE SOUTH 8°00'33" WEST 842.37 FEET ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT-
OF-WAY; THENCE SOUTH 89°43'25" WEST 706.21 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.CONT
14.58 AC M/B

LESS AND EXCEPTING:



Exhibit B: Ordinance 2022-03

Zoning Map of Cache County — Affected Portion
Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone

BEGINNING ON THE GRANTOR'S WEST PROPERTY LINE A POINT LOCATED 2989.51 FEET SOUTH
77°30'39" EAST FROM THE WEST
QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 21, SAID POINT LOCATED BY RECORD AS 247.50 FEET EAST

AND 883.08 FEET SOUTH OF THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER AND RUNNING THENCE ALONG SAID

WEST LINE THE FOLLOWING TWO (2)
COURSES: (1) NORTH 00°14'27" EAST 366.66 FEET; (2) NORTH 00°39'14" EAST 467.00 FEET TO A

POINT OF RECORD LOCATED
247.50 FEET EAST AND 231.00 FEET NORTH OF SAID NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST

QUARTER; THENCE NORTH
89°43'25" EAST 10.85 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°36'07" WEST 511.46 FEET; THENCE SOUTH

00°14'27" WEST 322.20 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 89°43'25" WEST 11.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONT 0.21 AC M/B

NET 14.37 AC



Ordinance No. 2022-04
Cache County, Utah

Cub River Estates Il Rezone

An ordinance request to amend the County Zoning Map by rezoning 26.35 acres from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone

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 Planning Commission caused notice of a public hearing for the rezone to be
posted at least ten (10) days before the date of the public hearing; and

Whereas, on December 2, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing, accepted

all comments, and recommended the approval of the proposed amendments to the County
Council for final action; and

Whereas, the Act also provides certain procedures for the county legislative body to
adopt or reject amendments to the land use ordinance and zoning map for the county; and

Whereas, following proper notice, the County Council held a public hearing on January
25, 2022, to consider any comments regarding the proposed rezone. 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 this ordinance.

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. 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 B, of which a detailed digital or paper copy is
available in the Development Services Department.



3. Conclusions

A. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural 5
(RUS) Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Allows for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow
for rural subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses.
b. Does not unreasonably impede adjacent agricultural uses, nor unreasonably
conflict with the development standards of adjacent communities.
c. The property is appropriately served by adequate provision of public
services.
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.
Exhibits
A. Exhibit A: Rezone summary and information
B. Exhibit B: Zoning Map of Cache County showing affected portion.
Effective date
This ordinance takes effect on , 2022. 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.

Approved and adopted ,2022.
In Favor Against Abstained | Absent

Borup

Erickson

Gunnell

Tidwell

Ward

Worthen

Zilles

Total

Cache County Council: Attest:
Barbara Tidwell, Chair Jess Bradfield
Cache County Council Cache County Clerk

Publication Date:

, 2022




w

O 00 N O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26
27

28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37

Ord 2022-04
Cub River Estates Il Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
26.35 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Approval (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Cub River Estates Il Rezone
is hereby recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural 5 (RU5)
Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Allows for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses.
b. Does not unreasonably impede adjacent agricultural uses, nor unreasonably conflict
with the development standards of adjacent communities.
c. The property is appropriately served by adequate provision of public services.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 26.35 acres from the Agricultural (A10)
Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission
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Development Services Department
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Staff Report: Cub River Estates Il Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Vern Fielding Parcel ID#: 09-030-0012
Staff Recommendation: Approval

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 26.35 Surrounding Uses:

800 East 12400 North North — Agricultural/Residential

Cove South — Agricultural

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Agricultural

Agricultural (A10) Rural 5 (RUY) West — Agricultural/Residential

0920302 00,1

Findings of Fact

A. Request description
1. A request to rezone 26.35 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.
2. This rezone may allow the parcel to be legally divided into a maximum potential of 5
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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:

2 December 2021 1 of4
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a. Land Use Context:
i Parcel status: The subject property is legal as it is in the same configuration as it was

1.

il

2 December 2021

on August 8, 2006.

development may require additional analysis in these areas.
Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

Exhibit A

According to the GIS information, portions of the property
contains areas in the FEMA floodplain and the County floodplain buffer.

Future

lewiston .

NN
™,
&
N
™,

Average Parcel Size

Adjacent
Parcels

With a Home: 37.6 Acres (5 Parcels)
Without a Home: 44 Acres (5 Parcels)

1/4 Mile
Buffer

1/2 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 21.8 Acres (10 Parcels)

Without a Home: 20.1 Acres (16 Parcels)

With a Home: 7.8 Acres (39 Parcels)

With a Home in Lewiston City: 4 Acres (1 Parcel)
Without a Home: 18.3 Acres (34 Parcels)

Without a Home in Lewiston City: 28.6 Acres (7 Parcels)
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Exhibit A

iii.  Schedule of Zoning Uses: Under the current County Land Use Ordinance, the RUS
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
RUS 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
RUS 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 rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and some single family dwellings.

v.  Annexation Areas: The subject property is not located within a future annexation
area, though the property immediately south of the subject property is located within
the Richmond City future annexation area.

vi.  Zone Placement: As identified by the Planning Commission and the County Council
at the time the RUS Zone was adopted, the intended/anticipated placement of this
zone was in areas of the unincorporated county adjacent to municipalities.

The nearest RUS zone is east of the subject property approximately 2.5 miles away as
the crow flies. This RUS5 zone, the Michael Allen Rezone, included a total of 31.5
acres and was approved in 2012 (Ordinance 2012-04). A four-lot subdivision (i.e.,
Michael Allen Subdivision) was approved in 2013. The number of lots in the
Michael Allen Subdivision was limited to a maximum of 4 lots after non-developable
sensitive areas were removed from the gross acreage.

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 5
(RUS) Zone but does contain possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [1] identifies the purpose of the RUS5 Zone and includes the
following:

a. “To allow for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses. 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.”

6. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the RUS Zone will be addressed as
part of each respective approval process required prior to site development activities.
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C. Access—16.04.040 [A], 16.04.080 [E], Road Manual

7. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 12400 North/Cannibal Road, a County road.

a. 12400 North:
i. Is an existing county facility that provides access to agricultural and residential lots
and has access to US Highway 91.
ii. Is classified as a Major Local road.
iii.  The road consists of a 20-foot-wide paved surface, but is substandard as to paved and
gravel shoulders at this location.
iv.  Is maintained year around.
D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Lewiston City on 19
November 2021.

17. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the
Development Services Office.

Staff Recommendation and Conclusion

Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Cub River Estates II Rezone is hereby recommended
for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural 5 (RUS) Zone
as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Allows for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses.
b. Does not unreasonably impede adjacent agricultural uses, nor unreasonably conflict with
the development standards of adjacent communities.

c. The property is appropriately served by adequate provision of public services.
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Exhibit B: Ordinance 2022-04
Zoning Map of Cache County — Affected Portion
Cub River Estates Il Rezone

09-030-00/172

The following legal description reflects the noted properties above to be rezoned from
Agricultural (A10) to Rural 5 (RU5):

09-030-0012

BEG N 0*13'09" W 929.86 FT ALG SEC LN FROM E/4 CORSEC 15T 14N R 1E & TH N 0*13'09" W
920.84 FTTO S LN OF CO ROAD TH N 75*10'26" W 1350.45 FT TH N 73*13'23" W 265.57 FT TH
S2%*44'52" W 402.0 FT TH S 73*13'23" E 107.28 FT TH S 2*44'52" W 326.21 FT TH S 79*14'45" E
24313 FTTHS 78*9'44" E 732.24 FTTH S 17*28'22" E 119.15 FT TH S43*43'34" E32.4FTTH S
51*55'17"E 171.41 FT TH S 87*35'17" E 264.42 FT TH S 3*48'17" E 75.86 FT TH S 52*31' E 97.83
FT TO BEG CONT 26.35 AC M/B



CACHE COUNTY
ORDINANCE 2022-01

AN ORDINANCE CHANGING THE SALARIES OF THE CACHE COUNTY ELECTED
OFFICERS AND MEMBERS OF THE CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL

WHEREAS, the Cache County Council, upon lawful notice and in accordance with Utah
Code section 17-16-14, held on January 25, 2022, a public hearing on proposed salary increases
for 2022 for Cache County officers and members of the Cache County Council; and

WHEREAS, the Organic Act for the Government of Cache County, Utah, as approved on
November 6, 1984, and amended from time to time thereafter, authorizes the modification of

salaries for all elected county officers by ordinance;

NOW THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of Cache County ordains as follows:

SECTION 1:

Section 2.28.010 of the Cache County Code is amended to read in full as follows:

2.28.010: County Council

The salaries for members of the Cache County Council for the period from January 1,
2022, through December 31, 2022, shall be as follows:

Council Member

$16,000.00

Council Chair

$20,000.00 (calculated by multiplying the
salary for a regular council member by 1.25)
together with a $100.00/month vehicle stipend

SECTION 2:

Section 2.28.030 of the Cache County Code is amended to read in full as follows:

2.28.030: County Officers

A. The salaries for County officers for the period from January 1, 2022, through

December 31, 2022, shall be as follows:

County Executive/Surveyor $129,019.00
County Assessor $107,476.00
County Attorney $146,467.00
County Clerk/Auditor $104,826.00
County Recorder $99,552.00

County Sheriff $113,640.00
County Treasurer $99.575.00

B. The County Council, consistent with subsection 2.12.120C of this title, may adjust the
foregoing County officer salaries from full time salaries to part time salaries, or from part
time salaries to full time salaries as the Council in its discretion may deem appropriate.
This includes adjustments to existing salaries made at any time during the current or




subsequent pay periods within the current term of office, consistent with

subsection 2.12.120C2 of this title; and it applies to adjustments to future salaries for pay
periods during a term of office after the current term of office, consistent with

subsection 2.12.120C3 of this title.

C. A County officer will be paid a part time salary if the County officer gives notice that
he or she chooses to work, or the County Council finds that the County Officer in fact
works, less than thirty (30) hours per week, in which case the part time salary will be an
hourly wage based upon the prorated amount of the full time salary and the County
officer may not receive other compensatory benefits unless approved by the County
Council.

SECTION 3: REPEALER
The salary provisions of all prior ordinances or resolutions, or any parts thereof, in conflict with

the above Cache County Code amendments are hereby repealed and superseded to the extent of
such conflict. Otherwise such resolutions and ordinances remain in full force and effect.

SECTION 4: EFFECTIVE DATE

This ordinance takes effect 15 days following its approval by the County Council.

APPROVED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF CACHE COUNTY, UTAH, THIS 25TH DAY
OF JANUARY 2022.

In Favor Against Abstained Absent

Paul R. Borup

David Erickson

Nolan P. Gunnell

Barbara Tidwell

Karl Ward

Gina Worthen

Gordon Zilles

TOTAL:

CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL: ATTEST:

Barbara Y. Tidwell, Chair Jess W. Bradfield, Cache County Clerk

ACTION OF COUNTY EXECUTIVE:

Approved
Disapproved (Written statement of objection attached)

David Zook, Cache County Executive Date



Ordinance No. 2022-02
Cache County, Utah

Lewis Rezone

An ordinance request to amend the County Zoning Map by rezoning 30.0 acres from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone

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 Planning Commission caused notice of a public hearing for the rezone to be
posted at least ten (10) days before the date of the public hearing; and

Whereas, on December 2, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing, accepted

all comments, and recommended the denial of the proposed amendments to the County
Council for final action; and

Whereas, the Act also provides certain procedures for the county legislative body to
adopt or reject amendments to the land use ordinance and zoning map for the county; and

Whereas, following proper notice, the County Council held a public hearing on January
25, 2022, to consider any comments regarding the proposed rezone. The County Council
accepted all comments; and

Now, therefore, the County Legislative Body of Cache County ordains as follows
regarding the Lewis Rezone request:
1. Statutory Authority
The statutory authority for acting on 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. Exhibits
A. Exhibit A: Rezone summary and information.



Action taken on

, 2022,

In Favor

Against

Abstained Absent

Borup

Erickson

Gunnell

Tidwell

Ward

Worthen

Zilles

Total

Cache County Council:

Barbara Tidwell, Chair
Cache County Council

Attest:

Jess Bradfield
Cache County Clerk

Publication Date:

, 2022
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Ord 2022-02
Lewis Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
30 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Denial (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Lewis Rezone is hereby
recommended for denial to the County Council as follows:
1. Access to the subject property is from a substandard public road that will require substantial
improvements to meet the minimum county standard.
2. The proximity of the subject properties to the boundaries of Hyrum City with access to utilities,
emergency services, and infrastructure would be better served as part of a Hyrum City
development through an annexation process.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 30 acres on two parcels from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission
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Staff Report: Lewis Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Emili Culp Parcel ID#: 01-070-0001, -0002
Staff Recommendation: Denial

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 30.0 Surrounding Uses:

~6200 South 600 West North — Hyrum City

Hyrum South — Agricultural

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Agricultural

Agricultural (A10) Rural 2 (RU2) West — Hyrum City

01=070-0001,

Findings of Fact

A. Request description

1. A request to rezone 30.0 acres on two parcels 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 15 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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:

2 December 2021 1of4

Development Services Department ~ www.cachecounty.org/devserv
179 North Main, Suite 305 devservices@cachecounty.org
Logan, Utah 84321 (435) 755-1640



a. Land Use Context:
Parcel status: The subject properties are legal as they are in the same configuration as
it was on August 8, 2006.

Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

i.

il

iii.

2 December 2021
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Average Parcel Size

Adjacent
Parcels

With a Home in Hyrum City: 1.7 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home: 20.2 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 7.7 Acres (7 Parcels)

1/4 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 7.6 Acres (1 Parcel)

With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.8 Acres (45 Parcels)
Without a Home: 172 Acres (8 Parcels)

Without a Home in Hyrum City: 5.3 Acres (28 Parcels)

12 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 3.3 Acres (11 Parcels)
With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.4 Acres (352 Parcels)
Without a Home: 10 Acres (20 Parcels)

Without a Home in Hyrum City: 2.6 Acres (94 Parcels)

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

2 of4
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= Recreational Facility

=  (Cemetery

= Private Airport

= Concentrated Animal Feed Operation
= Livestock Auction Facility

= Topsoil Extraction

iv.  Adjacent uses: The properties adjacent to the subject rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and single family dwellings and the boundaries of Hyrum City are
immediately north and west of the proposed rezone.

v.  Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Hyrum City future
annexation area. Recently, the applicant did go through the annexation process with
Hyrum City, but did not finalize it as required infrastructure improvements were cost-
prohibitive to the property owners. Hyrum City did not want to comment directly on
the rezone request at the time of the application submittal, but the applicant did
provide a copy of an email between her and the City where the City states the City
Council is not interested in supporting increased density through a county rezone and
feels future development in the area is best serviced as part of a City development.
(Attachment B)

vi.  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
Smithfield City boundary, at its closest point, is immediately adjacent to the subject
rezone boundary on the east.
The nearest RU2 zone is south of Paradise approximately 4.25 miles away from the
subject property as the crow flies. This RU2 zone, the Baldwin Rezone, includes a
total of 4.15 acres and was approved in 2017 (Ordinance 2017-04). Since the rezone
approval, a two-lot subdivision (i.e., Baldwin Subdivision) was approved with
conditions in May 2021, but the plat has not been recorded.

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 possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [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.”

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.

2 December 2021 3of4
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C. Access—16.04.040 [A], 16.04.080 [E], Road Manual

7. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 600 West, a County road at the location of the
subject property.

a. 600 West:
i. Is an existing county facility that provides access to the many residential lots, a few

agricultural lots, and serves as a main through street from Hyrum to Paradise.

ii. Isclassified as a Minor Collector road.

ili.  Maintenance is shared with Hyrum City as the property on the west side of 600 West
and the property north of the subject properties are located in Hyrum City.

iv.  The road is substandard as to width of travel lanes, right-of-way, paved and gravel
shoulders, and clear zones.

D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Hyrum City on 19 November
2021.

17. Public comments regarding the proposed rezone are attached, including a letter from Hyrum
City (Attachment C).

Recommendation and Conclusion

Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Lewis Rezone is hereby recommended for denial to the
County Council as follows:
1. Access to the subject property is from a substandard public road that will require
substantial improvements to meet the minimum county standard.
2. The proximity of the subject properties to the boundaries of Hyrum City with access to
utilities, emergency services, and infrastructure would be better served as part of a Hyrum
City development through an annexation process.

2 December 2021 4 of 4
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'l‘ Future Annexation Areas

Zone Type

Mineral Extraction and Excavation Overlay (ME)
m Public Infrastructure Overlay (Pl)
:l A10: Agriculture 10 acres

- C: Commercial

- FR40: Forest Recreaction 40 acres
- I: Industrial

- RR: Resort Recreation

|:| RU2: Rural 2 Zoning District
:l RUS: Rural 5 Zoning District

Proposed Rezone Winter Maintenance

D Municipal Boundaries
m Subdivisions

Parcels

County Roads
— Highways

Average Parcel Size
With a Home in Hyrum City: 1.7 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home: 20.2 Acres (6 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 7.7 Acres (7 Parcels)
With a Home: 7.5 Acres (1 Parcel)
1/4 Mile |With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.8 Acres (45 Parcels)
Buffer |Without a Home: 17.2 Acres (8 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 5.3 Acres (28 Parcels)
With a Home: 3.3 Acres (11 Parcels)
1/2 Mile |With a Home in Hyrum City: 0.4 Acres (352 Parcels)
Buffer |Without a Home: 10 Acres (20 Parcels)
Without a Home in Hyrum City: 2.6 Acres (94 Parcels)
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RE: Letter Request for Rezone Application imagvﬁ/ moapa%zEemili%40gmail%2Ecom@Myweéail.com
Attachmen

Subject: RE: Letter Request for Rezone Application
From: <rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com>

Date: 10/28/2021, 4:35 PM

To: "'Emili Culp" <moapa.emili@gmail.com>

Emily,

Hyrum City maintains 600 East and has all utilities near this property. This area is also served by Hyrum City Emergency Management
& Fire Departments. This is part of our annexation area and any development affects road & utility plans for the future needs of this
area. The City Council is not interested in supporting increased density thru a county rezone in this location. Hyrum feels like if this
area is to be developed further than what is currently allowed then it would best be serviced by being in the city.

Ron

From: Emili Culp <moapa.emili@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 28, 2021 1:38 PM

To: rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com

Subject: Re: Letter Request for Rezone Application

Can you please identify the specific concerns regarding the roads and utilities that the City Council would like to address?

Thanks,
Emili

On Wed, Oct 27, 2021 at 4:12 PM <rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com> wrote:
~ Emili,

The City Council has instructed City Staff to not send an open letter to the County as you have requested. With concerns for roads
- and utilities in this area they are not willing to support any rezone without further agreements and understandings.

. Ron

. ——--Original Message-----

~ From: Emili Culp <moapa.emili@gmail.com>

. Sent: Tuesday, October 26, 2021 1:04 AM

~ To: rsalvesen@hyrumcity.com

- Cc: J Brunson <loujeannel3@gmail.com>

~ Subject: Letter Request for Rezone Application

~ Hello Ron,
I'hope you are doing well. I'm just following up with you on a request | sent to Stephanie that she forwarded on to you.

- Justto recap: | am reaching out because we are submitting a rezone application to the County for parcels 01-070-0001 and

- 01-070-0002. Because they are contiguous to Hyrum City, we are required to submit a letter from Hyrum City in regards to

- annexation of the property and provision of utilities. According to Angie Zetterquist, Planner at Cache County Development

- Services, the letter from Hyrum City just needs to state 1) Whether there are any current plans to annex and 2) Whether or not

~ Hyrum City will be providing services such as water, power, and sewer. Our answers to those questions are that 1) We do not have
f any current plans to annex and 2) We are not requesting services such as water, power, and sewer from Hyrum City.

Would it be possible for you to send the letter to me by this Thursday, October 28th? (We're trying to meet a submission
- deadline.)

. Thank you,

Emili Culp
© 702-379-9340

1of1 11/1/2021,9:54 PM
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Council Members
Steve Adams
Jared L. Clawson
Paul C. James
Vicky McCombs
Craig Aasmussen

City Administrator
Ron W. Salvesen

Recorder
Stephanie B, Fricke

Established 1860

Treasurer
Todd Perkins

November 23, 2021

To: Cache County Council & Planning Commission

Re: Lewis Rezone- 30 acres at ~6200 South 600 West

The Hyrum City Council has instructed City Staff to respond to this rezone application. Hyrum City is
opposed to the rezone of these properties to allow higher density outside of the city. This property is
part of Hyrum City’s annexation declaration area and abuts current Hyrum City limits on both the west
and north borders. This property is accessed by 600 West. The 600 West Road is maintained by Hyrum
City in this area with the city also providing fire and first responder services. The city has culinary water
and power lines along the west side of this property. In addition, culinary water, pressurized irrigation,
sewer, power, and a city road are stubbed to the north boundary of the five-acre parcel.

The property owners made application to Hyrum City to annex these parcels. Many discussions and
several public meetings were held to review this annexation proposal. The city worked out what would
need to be constructed with roads and utility extensions to serve this property. The property owners
withdrew their application instead of moving ahead with the annexation. If this property is to he
developed at a higher density, then is currently allowed, then we believe this property should be
annexed in to Hyrum City so that it would have access to city utilities and services.

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns.

oo

Ron Salvesen
Hyrum City Administrator

60 West Main = Hyrum, Utah B4319 -+ Phone (435) 245-6033
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Public Comment #1

ache

Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty Y @ yers
Lewis Rezone
1 message
Steve Miller <sjmiller182@gmail.com> Tue, Nov 30, 2021 at 7:24 PM

To: devservices@cachecounty.org

Cache County Planning Commission,

Regarding the Lewis Rezone, item #3 on your Agenda, I would like to express an opinion. The County
Planning Commission expressed no issue with the Lewis family moving forward with a request of
annexation into Hyrum City earlier this year, of which their request was made. It appeared that Hyrum
City and several citizens who live in close proximity to the Lewis property worked hard to find a solution
that met with the long range planning of the city and accommodate the Lewis family so that annexation
could take place, which never happened.

The plan which was presented to the Lewis family was a fair and very workable plan that protected the R-
5 zoning that many of the Lewis neighbors found so appealing when moving into this part of Hyrum. Itis
the only section of town where one can find an R-5 zone. I would hope that this area would continue to
allow larger lots, 1 acre or larger to be sold and developed to those who enjoy animal rights and space to
enjoy privacy. There is no other land in Hyrum that meets this qualification.

I would hope that your vote to move forward with a request to rezone 30 acres is a no vote. As a
neighbor directly across the street from the Lewis property I have no issues with the Lewis family and
hope that this issue could be resolved where all interests are dealt with fairly, not leaving it up to a land
developer to determine the size and density of a given area. Please encourage and invite the Lewis family
to come back to the negotiating table with Hyrum City.

Respectfully,

Steve J Miller
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aChet Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty

Lewis Rezone

1 message

Stephen Morrey <stephenmorrey@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 29, 2021 at 6:32 PM

To: DevServices@cachecounty.org

| would like to comment on the proposed Lewis Rezone. My understanding is that the proposal is that 30 acres would be
subdivided to accommodate 15 homes. To me this implies that there would be 15 2 acre lots. If this is the case | think
that would provide good continuity for our neighborhood. 1 live at 6313 S 600 W Hyrum UT. On the other hand the plan
would allow lots smaller than 1.5 acres then | would like to strongly oppose the proposal. If | am correct, the lots being
developed to the west of the new development north east of my home are being developed for the very purpose of
maintaining continuity. Anything short of 1.5 acres would destroy property values up and down my street and violate
reasonable continuity. Again if lots will be no less than 1.5 acres | believe continuity can be maintained and if this is the
case then | support the proposal.

| am unaware of any intent to widen the road in front of my house but nonetheless | would like to comment on the road
and traffic in front of my home. This road is used for a lot of rural uses, foot traffic, and other similar purposes so | believe
increased traffic patterns could be dangerous for local residents and once again create a continuity problem. | have 15
grandchildren that visit often. If increased traffic volume can be avoided down this street | would be supportive of the
proposal.

My wife and | thank you for your consideration on this important matter.
Sincerely,

Stephen and Karen Morrey
cell: 248 9619400
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Public Comment #3
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Cache County DevServices <devservices@cachecounty.org>
ounty g @ ere

Attention: Angie Zetterquist

1 message

laura.f.nielsen@gmail.com <laura.f.nielsen@gmail.com> Mon, Nov 29, 2021 at 10:49 PM
To: devservices@cachecounty.org

To Angie Zetterquist,

| live at 6521 S 600 W in Hyrum, Utah. It is the southernmost property on 600 W that is
annexed into Hyrum.

Over the past couple of years, | and my neighbors conferred extensively with the Hyrum
City Council on the subject of the annexation request for the Lewis property that is
currently a hayfield adjoining Michael Nelson’s property and south of the new Rolling
Hills development.

| and my neighbors have been very concerned about maintaining the rural feel on the
south side of Hyrum as expressed in the Hyrum City Plan. We argued for one acre lots
facing 600 W to match the lots currently on the street. We have been concerned about
the ability of the existing roads to handle the traffic resulting from a large number of
houses built in the area. And we have been particularly concerned about the location of
these roads which, in certain spots, could impact the quality of life and the property
values of existing homes.

A new housing development will require one or two major streets for access. Lots facing
this street will naturally be worth at least a little less than lots on side streets. The
Lewis’s are hoping to minimize this decrease of property value by running the main
access road at the edge of their property, thus putting half of the decrease in value on the
neighboring property. As it happens, their desired road would run along the long side of
Michael Nelson’s property, quite close to his house. This will put the greatest burden of
loss of value on the Nelsons.

This road would also exit the new neighborhood at a funny bend where 600 W curves to
become 200 s, and where three driveways exit onto 600 W. Having a huge number of
cars turning there would make access awkward for the three homeowners whose
driveways would be impacted, as well as causing difficulty for mail delivery and trash
pick-up. There are also concerns about car lights shining directly into the bedroom
windows of existing houses.

After much discussion, Steve Miller suggested that the road join 600 W opposite his
barn. This would alleviate all of the above-mentioned problems, but it would run the
major access road through the middle of the Lewis property, which they dislike.

Now, | understand that the Lewis’s are trying to avoid all of these reasonable restrictions
to make their development follow the Hyrum City Plan and the wishes of the neighbors
by applying to the county for rezoning. Apparently, they want a zoning change that would
allow minimum lot sizes of %2 acre, and no more than 15 houses on the 30 acres.
However, there is nothing to prevent them from developing 14 'z acre lots, putting one
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house on 23 acres, and then applying for rezoning or annexation agﬁ#gllié"r @ﬂgﬁ'ﬂ‘? #3

want to develop the other 23 acres more densely. This seems unreasonable,
unneighborly, and unfair.

| will also note that they applied for rezoning right before Thanksgiving, possibly in hopes
that the information sent out by the county would be overlooked in the rush of holiday
visiting and travel.

Under the circumstances. | respectfully request that the county deny this request for
rezoning. It is notin the best interests of the county, the City of Hyrum, or the general
neighborhood.

Thank you.

Laura Nielsen
6521 S 600 W
Hyrum, UT 84319
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Public Comment #4

November 30, 2021

Dear Cache County Development Service Department,

We are in receipt of the important notice regarding the Lewis Rezone from Agricultural (A10) to
Rural 2 (RU2) on 6200 South 600 West. Previously, we as neighbors who live in this area, met
for over a year with the Lewis’s and Hyrum City to discuss a plan for the future development of
our neighborhood that would be conducive with Hyrum’s Master Plan and congruent with the
existing neighborhood properties. All of the existing lots that surround the Lewis property are 1
acre lots and larger with the majority of the lots being over 2 acres. We want to maintain these
larger lot sizes for the new development to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
And for this reason, we oppose the rezone because with the RU2 proposal, the developer can
build homes on lots as small as % acre. As we have discussed in previous meetings, neighbors
do not favor this small of lot sizes as it has the potential to devalue neighboring lots and lose
congruency with what has already been built and maintained in this area.

Furthermore, over the course of the year and a half of Hyrum City meetings pertaining to
Lewis’s property, there have been major concerns and discussions about road placement. The
Lewis’s proposed that their inlet road of their development be placed at the north side of their
property boundary which runs along the full length of our property thus, maximizing the Lewis’s
property value while turning our lot into a corner lot that devalues our privacy and property
significantly due to minimal side yard setbacks. Moreover, the proposed placement of this road
would come out between three existing driveways which would be a major safety concern for
the neighbors as well as the mail and garbage collection. Since 600 West is a minor collector
road, we strongly recommend only one inlet coming in from the 600 West. The neighborhood
met earlier this year with two Hyrum City Councilmen, Hyrum City Manager, and the Hyrum
City Engineer. After discussion, a proposal was made that the inlet road be placed across from
Steve Millers barn. Those present at the meeting agreed that this would be the safest and most
non-intrusive option for access into the Lewis development. At one point of time, this was one
of the options Lewis’s summitted prior for the inlet/outlet road. However, since then, they are
now seeking a different entity. The hard work and effort already put forth by the city and the
heighboring citizens to address and solve these issues stopped short by this new plan for a
rezone. Because of the unknowns and uncertainty with lot sizes and road placement hindering
our own property and our neighborhood, we oppose the Lewis rezone.

Sincerely,
]

Christene and Michael Nelson



Ordinance No. 2022-03
Cache County, Utah

Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone

An ordinance request to amend the County Zoning Map by rezoning 14.37 acres from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone

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 Planning Commission caused notice of a public hearing for the rezone to be
posted at least ten (10) days before the date of the public hearing; and

Whereas, on December 2, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing, accepted

all comments, and recommended the approval of the proposed amendments to the County
Council for final action; and

Whereas, the Act also provides certain procedures for the county legislative body to
adopt or reject amendments to the land use ordinance and zoning map for the county; and

Whereas, following proper notice, the County Council held a public hearing on January
25, 2022, to consider any comments regarding the proposed rezone. 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 this ordinance.

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. 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 B, of which a detailed digital or paper copy is
available in the Development Services Department.



Conclusions
A. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural
(RU2) Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Isin close proximity to the Smithfield City boundary.
b. Allows for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow
for rural subdivisions without impeding adjacent agricultural uses.
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.
Exhibits
A. Exhibit A: Rezone summary and information
B. Exhibit B: Zoning Map of Cache County showing affected portion.
Effective date
This ordinance takes effect on , 2022. 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.

Approved and adopted ,2022.
In Favor Against Abstained | Absent

Borup

Erickson

Gunnell

Tidwell

Ward

Worthen

Zilles

Total

Cache County Council: Attest:
Barbara Tidwell, Chair Jess Bradfield
Cache County Council Cache County Clerk

Publication Date:

, 2022
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Ord 2022-03
Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
14.37 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Approval (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Brooks Hansen Smithfield
West Rezone is hereby recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural (RU2)
Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Isin close proximity to the Smithfield City boundary.
b. Allows for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow for
rural subdivisions without impeding adjacent agricultural uses.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 14.37 acres from the Agricultural (A10)
Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission
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Staff Report: Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Brooks Hansen Parcel ID#: 08-043-0001
Staff Recommendation: Approve

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 14.37 Surrounding Uses:

6550 North 400 West North — Agricultural/Residential

Smithfield South — Residential

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Smithfield City

Agricultural (A10) Rural 2 (RU2) West —Agricultural/Residential

0820432000
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H

Findings of Fact

A. Request description
1. A request to rezone 14.37 acres 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 7 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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:
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Exhibit A

a. Land Use Context:

i.  Parcel status: The subject property is legal as it is in the same configuration as it was
on August 8, 2006.
The applicant previously applied for rezone to the Rural 2 Zone in July 2019. At that
time, the Planning Commission recommended denial and the County Council moved
to deny the rezone request due to access from a substandard county road, the location
would set a precedent for increased density, and issues with infrastructure would be
better addressed as part of a Smithfield City development through an annexation
process. At that time, the Smithfield City boundary was located approximately Y4
mile away from the subject property.
Since the initial rezone request in 2019, the portion of the County road along the
frontage of the subject property has been improved to allow for the development of a
single-family dwelling. Additionally, Smithfield City approved the Gyllenskog &
Hansen Annexation in March 2021 that added nearly 80 acres to the City and brought
the municipal boundary immediately east of the subject property, separated by a
railroad right-of-way.

ii.  Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

m'nraga Parcal Size

With a Home: 6.2 Acres (6 Parcels)

Without a Home: 14.7 Acres (5 Parcels)

Without a Home in Smithfield City: Acres | Parcels)

With a Home: 6.6 Acres (11 Parcels)

174 Mile |\With a Home in Smithfield City: 1 Acre (1 Parcel)

Buffar |Without a Home: 10.5 Scres (20 Parcels)
Without a Home in Smithfield City: 8.8 Acres (13 Parcels)
With a Home: 7.1 Acres (16 Parcels)

172 Mile |With a Home in Smithfield City: 0.4 Acres (173 Parcels)

Buffer [Without a Home: 13.3 Acres (38 Parcels)

Without a Home in Smithfield City: 3.8 Acres (58 Parcels)
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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 rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and single family dwellings and the boundary of Smithfield City lies along
the eastern boundary of the proposed rezone.

v. Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Smithfield City future
annexation area. Smithfield City has not commented directly on the rezone request
prior to this finalizing the staff report.

vi.  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
Smithfield City boundary, at its closest point, is immediately adjacent to the subject
rezone boundary on the east.

The nearest RU2 zone is immediately south of the subject property. This RU2 zone,
the Hansen Rezone, includes a total of 8.76 acres and was approved in 2016. Since
the rezone approval, a four-lot subdivision (i.e., Hansen 400 West Subdivision) has
been approved and homes have been constructed.

The next closest RU2 zoned properties, approximately 1.4 miles away via the most
direct road route, are on the west side of Smithfield City on the corner of 800 West
and SR 218: the Birch Hollow Rezone, Jeff West Rezone/West Acres Subdivision,
Birch Hollow South Rezone/Tom Pitcher Lot Split Subdivision, and the Creekside
Estates Rezone were approved in 2017, 2018, and 2021 (Ordinance #’s: 2017-06,
2018-03, 2018-07, and 2021-13).

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 possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [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.
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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.”

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. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 400 West, a County road at the location of the
subject property, but changes to a Smithfield City road approximately 4 mile south.

a. 400 West:
i.  Is an existing county facility that provides access to the general public.

ii. Is classified as a Major Local road.

ili.  Provides access to agricultural and residential uses.

iv.  The road along the frontage of the subject property was improved last year but is still
substandard for shoulders, both paved and gravel.

v.  The road to the north and south of the subject property is substandard for width, right-
of-way, and clear-zone.

vi. s maintained year round.

D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Smithfield City on 19
November 2021.

17. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the
Development Services Office.

Staff Recommendation and Conclusions
Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone is hereby
recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural (RU2) Zone as
identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Isin close proximity to the Smithfield City boundary.
b. Allows for residential development in a moderately dense pattern that can allow for
rural subdivisions without impeding adjacent agricultural uses.
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Exhibit B: Ordinance 2022-03

Zoning Map of Cache County — Affected Portion
Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone

108504550001

Smithfield

The following legal description reflects the noted properties above to be rezoned from
Agricultural (A10) to Rural 2 (RU2):

08-043-0001

BEGINNING ON THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 400 WEST STREET AT A POINT LOCATED
SOUTH 77°30'39" EAST 2989.51 FEET FROM THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 21,
SAID POINT LOCATED BY RECORD AS 247.50 FEET EAST AND 883.08 FEET SOUTH OF THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER, AND RUNNING THENCE ALONG SAID
EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE THE FOLLOWING TWO (2) COURSES: (1) NORTH 0°14'27" EAST 366.66
FEET; (2) NORTH 0°39'14" EAST 467.00 FEET TO A POINT OF THE RECORD LOCATED 247.50 FEET
EAST AND 231.00 FEET NORTH OF SAID NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER,;
THENCE NORTH 89°43'25" EA ST 816.71 FEET TO THE WEST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE
OREGON

SHORT LINE RAILROAD; THENCE SOUTH 8°00'33" WEST 842.37 FEET ALONG SAID WEST RIGHT-
OF-WAY; THENCE SOUTH 89°43'25" WEST 706.21 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.CONT
14.58 AC M/B

LESS AND EXCEPTING:



Exhibit B: Ordinance 2022-03

Zoning Map of Cache County — Affected Portion
Brooks Hansen Smithfield West Rezone

BEGINNING ON THE GRANTOR'S WEST PROPERTY LINE A POINT LOCATED 2989.51 FEET SOUTH
77°30'39" EAST FROM THE WEST
QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 21, SAID POINT LOCATED BY RECORD AS 247.50 FEET EAST

AND 883.08 FEET SOUTH OF THE
NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER AND RUNNING THENCE ALONG SAID

WEST LINE THE FOLLOWING TWO (2)
COURSES: (1) NORTH 00°14'27" EAST 366.66 FEET; (2) NORTH 00°39'14" EAST 467.00 FEET TO A

POINT OF RECORD LOCATED
247.50 FEET EAST AND 231.00 FEET NORTH OF SAID NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST

QUARTER; THENCE NORTH
89°43'25" EAST 10.85 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°36'07" WEST 511.46 FEET; THENCE SOUTH

00°14'27" WEST 322.20 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 89°43'25" WEST 11.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONT 0.21 AC M/B

NET 14.37 AC



Ordinance No. 2022-04
Cache County, Utah

Cub River Estates Il Rezone

An ordinance request to amend the County Zoning Map by rezoning 26.35 acres from the
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone

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 Planning Commission caused notice of a public hearing for the rezone to be
posted at least ten (10) days before the date of the public hearing; and

Whereas, on December 2, 2021, the Planning Commission held a public hearing, accepted

all comments, and recommended the approval of the proposed amendments to the County
Council for final action; and

Whereas, the Act also provides certain procedures for the county legislative body to
adopt or reject amendments to the land use ordinance and zoning map for the county; and

Whereas, following proper notice, the County Council held a public hearing on January
25, 2022, to consider any comments regarding the proposed rezone. 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 this ordinance.

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. 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 B, of which a detailed digital or paper copy is
available in the Development Services Department.



3. Conclusions

A. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural 5
(RUS) Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Allows for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow
for rural subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses.
b. Does not unreasonably impede adjacent agricultural uses, nor unreasonably
conflict with the development standards of adjacent communities.
c. The property is appropriately served by adequate provision of public
services.
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.
Exhibits
A. Exhibit A: Rezone summary and information
B. Exhibit B: Zoning Map of Cache County showing affected portion.
Effective date
This ordinance takes effect on , 2022. 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.

Approved and adopted ,2022.
In Favor Against Abstained | Absent

Borup

Erickson

Gunnell

Tidwell

Ward

Worthen

Zilles

Total

Cache County Council: Attest:
Barbara Tidwell, Chair Jess Bradfield
Cache County Council Cache County Clerk

Publication Date:

, 2022
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Ord 2022-04
Cub River Estates Il Rezone
Amending the Cache County Zoning Map by rezoning
26.35 acres of property from the Agricultural (A10) Zone
to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.

County Council action
Public hearing to be held on January 25, 2022.
If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval.

Planning Commission action
Approval (7-yea; 0-nay).
Public hearing held on December 2, 2021.
Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Cub River Estates Il Rezone
is hereby recommended for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural 5 (RU5)
Zone as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Allows for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses.
b. Does not unreasonably impede adjacent agricultural uses, nor unreasonably conflict
with the development standards of adjacent communities.
c. The property is appropriately served by adequate provision of public services.

Staff Report review by Development Services Director
Chris Harrild

Staff Report by County Planner
Angie Zetterquist

General Description
This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 26.35 acres from the Agricultural (A10)
Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A
Staff Report to Planning Commission
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Staff Report: Cub River Estates Il Rezone 2 December 2021

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: Vern Fielding Parcel ID#: 09-030-0012
Staff Recommendation: Approval

Type of Action: Legislative

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council

Location Reviewed by Angie Zetterquist
Project Address: Acres: 26.35 Surrounding Uses:

800 East 12400 North North — Agricultural/Residential

Cove South — Agricultural

Current Zoning: Proposed Zoning: East — Agricultural

Agricultural (A10) Rural 5 (RUY) West — Agricultural/Residential

0920302 00,1

Findings of Fact

A. Request description
1. A request to rezone 26.35 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.
2. This rezone may allow the parcel to be legally divided into a maximum potential of 5
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 map (Attachment A) and in the following text:
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a. Land Use Context:
i Parcel status: The subject property is legal as it is in the same configuration as it was

1.

il

2 December 2021

on August 8, 2006.

development may require additional analysis in these areas.
Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A)

Exhibit A

According to the GIS information, portions of the property
contains areas in the FEMA floodplain and the County floodplain buffer.

Future

lewiston .

NN
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Average Parcel Size

Adjacent
Parcels

With a Home: 37.6 Acres (5 Parcels)
Without a Home: 44 Acres (5 Parcels)

1/4 Mile
Buffer

1/2 Mile
Buffer

With a Home: 21.8 Acres (10 Parcels)

Without a Home: 20.1 Acres (16 Parcels)

With a Home: 7.8 Acres (39 Parcels)

With a Home in Lewiston City: 4 Acres (1 Parcel)
Without a Home: 18.3 Acres (34 Parcels)

Without a Home in Lewiston City: 28.6 Acres (7 Parcels)
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Exhibit A

iii.  Schedule of Zoning Uses: Under the current County Land Use Ordinance, the RUS
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
RUS 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
RUS 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 rezone are primarily used for
agriculture and some single family dwellings.

v.  Annexation Areas: The subject property is not located within a future annexation
area, though the property immediately south of the subject property is located within
the Richmond City future annexation area.

vi.  Zone Placement: As identified by the Planning Commission and the County Council
at the time the RUS Zone was adopted, the intended/anticipated placement of this
zone was in areas of the unincorporated county adjacent to municipalities.

The nearest RUS zone is east of the subject property approximately 2.5 miles away as
the crow flies. This RUS5 zone, the Michael Allen Rezone, included a total of 31.5
acres and was approved in 2012 (Ordinance 2012-04). A four-lot subdivision (i.e.,
Michael Allen Subdivision) was approved in 2013. The number of lots in the
Michael Allen Subdivision was limited to a maximum of 4 lots after non-developable
sensitive areas were removed from the gross acreage.

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 5
(RUS) Zone but does contain possible guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use
Ordinance §17.08.030 [B] [1] identifies the purpose of the RUS5 Zone and includes the
following:

a. “To allow for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses. 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.”

6. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the RUS Zone will be addressed as
part of each respective approval process required prior to site development activities.
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C. Access—16.04.040 [A], 16.04.080 [E], Road Manual

7. The Road Manual specifies the following:

8. §16.04.040 [A] Roads — All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12
of the County Code.

9. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards — Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the
current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual).

10. A basic review of the access to the subject property identifies the following:

11. Primary access to the subject properties is from 12400 North/Cannibal Road, a County road.

a. 12400 North:
i. Is an existing county facility that provides access to agricultural and residential lots
and has access to US Highway 91.
ii. Is classified as a Major Local road.
iii.  The road consists of a 20-foot-wide paved surface, but is substandard as to paved and
gravel shoulders at this location.
iv.  Is maintained year around.
D. Service Provisions:

12. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control — The County Fire District had no comments on the rezone.
Future access must be reevaluated and may require improvements based on the location of
any proposed structure on lots created through a subdivision process.

13. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal — Logan City Environmental provides refuse collection
for the subject property, but did not have any comments on the rezone request.

E. Public Notice and Comment—§17.02.040 Notice of Meetings

14. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 19 November 2021.

15. Notices were posted in three public places on 19 November 2021.

16. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet and Lewiston City on 19
November 2021.

17. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the
Development Services Office.

Staff Recommendation and Conclusion

Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Cub River Estates II Rezone is hereby recommended
for approval to the County Council as follows:
1. The location of the subject property is compatible with the purpose of the Rural 5 (RUS) Zone
as identified under §17.08.030[A] of the Cache County Code as it:
a. Allows for residential development in a low density pattern that can allow for rural
subdivisions and smaller scale agricultural uses.
b. Does not unreasonably impede adjacent agricultural uses, nor unreasonably conflict with
the development standards of adjacent communities.

c. The property is appropriately served by adequate provision of public services.
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Exhibit B: Ordinance 2022-04
Zoning Map of Cache County — Affected Portion
Cub River Estates Il Rezone

09-030-00/172

The following legal description reflects the noted properties above to be rezoned from
Agricultural (A10) to Rural 5 (RU5):

09-030-0012

BEG N 0*13'09" W 929.86 FT ALG SEC LN FROM E/4 CORSEC 15T 14N R 1E & TH N 0*13'09" W
920.84 FTTO S LN OF CO ROAD TH N 75*10'26" W 1350.45 FT TH N 73*13'23" W 265.57 FT TH
S2%*44'52" W 402.0 FT TH S 73*13'23" E 107.28 FT TH S 2*44'52" W 326.21 FT TH S 79*14'45" E
24313 FTTHS 78*9'44" E 732.24 FTTH S 17*28'22" E 119.15 FT TH S43*43'34" E32.4FTTH S
51*55'17"E 171.41 FT TH S 87*35'17" E 264.42 FT TH S 3*48'17" E 75.86 FT TH S 52*31' E 97.83
FT TO BEG CONT 26.35 AC M/B



CACHE COUNTY
RESOLUTION 2022 - 02

A RESOLUTION UPDATING THE CACHE COUNTY
BOARD OF EDUCATION DISTRICTS

WHEREAS, under Utah Code section 20A-14-201(1), for local school districts whose
boundaries encompass more than a single municipality, the county legislative body is required to
divide the local school district into local school board districts that are substantially equal in
population and are as contiguous and compact as practicable; and

WHEREAS, under Utah Code section 20A-14-201(2), the county legislative body is to
redistrict such local school board districts to meet the foregoing population, compactness, and
contiguity requirements at least once every 10 years; and

WHEREAS, the voting precincts within the Cache County School District boundaries
have been recently changed;

NOW, THEREFORE, the County Council of Cache County, Utah, in a regular meeting,
lawful notice of which has been given, adopts the following resolution:

BE IT RESOLVED that effective as of January 1, 2022, the Board of Education Districts
for the Cache County School District shall be based on the voting precincts as approved by the
County Council on December 14, 2021, and shall be as follows:

1. District 1 shall include these voting precincts: Wellsville 1, Wellsville 2,
Wellsville 3, Logan CSD 22, Logan CSD 24, Mendon 1, Mendon 2,
College/Young, and Hyrum 3.

2. District 2 shall include these voting precincts: Hyrum 1, Hyrum 2, Hyrum 4,
Hyrum 5, Paradise, Avon, Millville 1, and Millville 2.

3. District 3 shall include these voting precincts: Nibley 1, Nibley 2,
Nibley 3, Nibley 4, Providence 2, Providence 3, and Providence 5.

4. District 4 shall include these voting precincts: North Logan 5, North Logan 6,
River Heights 1, River Heights 2, Providence 1, Providence 4, and
Providence 6.

5. District 5 shall include these voting precincts: Hyde Park 1, Hyde Park 2,
Hyde Park 3, North Logan 1, North Logan 2, North Logan 3, and North
Logan 4.

6. District 6 shall include these voting precincts: Smithfield 1, Smithfield 2,
Smithfield 3, Smithfield 4, Smithfield 5, Smithfield 6, Smithfield 7, and
Smithfield 8.



7. District 7 shall include these voting precincts: Amalga, Benson, Clarkston,
Cornish, Cove, Lewiston, Newton, Richmond 1, Richmond 2, and Trenton.

Adopted by the County Council of Cache County, Utah, this 25" day of January 2022.

CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL: ATTEST:

Barbara Y. Tidwell, Chair Jess W. Bradfield, Cache County Clerk






