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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. 

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the County Council of Cache County, Utah will hold a REGULAR COUNCIL 
MEETING at 5:00 p.m. in the Cache County Historic Courthouse Council Chambers, 199 North Main Street, 
Logan, Utah 84321, on Tuesday, July 8, 2025. 
 
Council meetings are live streamed on the Cache County YouTube channel at: 
https://www.youtube.com/@cachecounty1996  

 
 

CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 
COUNCIL MEETING – 5:00 p.m. 

1. Call To Order 
2. Opening – Council Member Barbara Tidwell 
3. Review and Approval of Agenda 
4. Review and Approval of Minutes (June 24, 2025 meeting) 
5. Report of the County Executive 

a. Appointments: 

 

6. Items of Special Interest 
a. Assessment Role Corrections (per Utah Standard 11.22 Uncollectible and Small Accounts) 

-  Brett Robinson, Cache County Assessor 
 

b. Wolf Pack Way Project Presentation 
-  Bryan Cox, Mayor of Hyde Park 
 

c. Multijurisdictional Access 
-  Matt Phillips, Cache County Public Works Director 
 

7. Board of Equalization 
a. Exclusive Use Exemption – Gospel Peace (Religious Exemption) 

-  Dianna Schaeffer, Tax Administration Supervisor 
 

8. Public Hearings 
a. Ordinance 2025-18 – 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone 

- A request to rezone 18.71 acres located at approximately 4200 S. Highway 23, Wellsville, from 
the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. 
 



b. Ordinance 2025-19 – Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit Rezone 
- A request to rezone 160 acres, located at approximately 8300 N. Highway 91, near Richmond, 
from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral Extraction and 
Excavation (ME) Overlay 
 

9. Initial Proposals for Consideration of Action 
a. Ordinance 2025-18 – 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone 

- A request to rezone 18.71 acres located at approximately 4200 S. Highway 23, Wellsville, from 
the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. 
 

b. Ordinance 2025-19 – Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit Rezone 
- A request to rezone 160 acres, located at approximately 8300 N. Highway 91, near Richmond, 
from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral Extraction and 
Excavation (ME) Overlay 
 

c. Ordinance 2025-21 – Establishing a Temporary Land Use Regulation Prohibiting New or 
Amended Subdivisions With More Than 5 Buildable Lots 

 

10. Pending Items 
a. Ordinance 2025-20 – Dispatch Service Fee Assessment Amendment 

 
b. Resolution 2025-27 – Budget Opening 

- Proposed amendment to the 2025 (current) budget 
 

11.  Other Business 
a. Adjustment to Council Schedule 
b. Logan City Pioneer Day Parade    July 24th, 2025 @ ~9:30 a.m. 
c. North Logan City Pioneer Day Parade   July 24th, 2025 @ ~9:30 a.m. 
d. Providence City Sauerkraut Days Parade   August 15th, 2025 @ 5:00 p.m. 

 
12.  Council Member Reports 

 
13.  Executive Session – Utah Code 52-4-205(1)(d)    –   Discussion of the purchase, exchange, or lease of  

real property, including any form of a water right or 
water shares, or to discuss a proposed 
development agreement, project proposal, or 
financing proposal related to the development of 
land owned by the state. 
 

14.  Adjourn 
-  Next Scheduled Regular Council Meeting: July 22, 2025 at 5:00 p.m. 

 
  ____________________________________ 

        Sandi Goodlander, Chair 



CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL WORKSHOP 
June 26, 2025 at 3:30 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 Sandi Goodlander, Vice Chair Kathryn Beus, Councilmember Keegan Garrity, Councilmember Nolan 

Gunnell, Councilmember David Erickson, Councilmember Mark Hurd 

MEMBERS EXCUSED:  

STAFF PRESENT:  

OTHER ATTENDANCE: Brady Christensen, Nathan Downs, ValJay Rigby, Jason Watterson 

 

1. Call to Order 3:30p.m. – 0:19  Chair Goodlander welcomed everyone.   

 

2. Joint Workshop Meeting with Cache County Planning and Zoning Commission 

 

a. Discussion on Proposal for Large Scale Solar Code Amendment 0:49   

Connor said they were proposing amending code rather than adding an additional chapter.  Chair Sandi Goodlander 

asked Connor to give a summary of the project.  Connor answered it is a facility too large to regulate within existing 

code.  Chair Goodlander clarified this needed code for other projects to create a standard. Connor asked if something 

would like to be seen between the house and facility in the ordinance. 3:51  Vice Chair Kathryn Beus asked what had 

been seen for others done across the state.  Connor answered there is one in Randolph.  4:11 Board member Brady 

Christensen described the layout of solar panels in Castledale, Utah looked very different than those in Randolph.  He 

added in order for the solar panels to be effective they need to be close to a transmission line.  Board member Jason 

Watterson said his question was if the solar panel facility was a necessity and worth the potential risks visually and 

environmentally.  He said if this was a rocky mountain power plant the conversation would be larger. 7:16  

Councilmember Keegan Garrity asked how much area the power would be servicing.  Cole Stocker from Hello Green 

Power addressed the environmental impact would be low, and the power would be used within the state.  Chair 

Goodlander asked if their company had other projects done in Utah.  Cole said none in Utah yet, but they had projects 

done in the northwest and Texas larger than this one. He added diligence had been followed for environmental 

concerns.   10:04  Councilmember Mark Hurd asked if there are industry regulations regarding airport operations.  

Cole answered yes.  Board member Jason Watterson asked where the site location was.  Cole described North of 

valley view and west of Cutler Reservoir. Board member Brady Christensen asked why the choice of location.  Cole 

answered being close to the transmission line is important and the capacity of lines otherwise more lines have to be 

upgraded which is very expensive.  11:38  Chair Goodlander asked Connor if a plan had already been drafted.  Connor 

passed out a paper copy of the Ordinance draft.    Planning and zoning answered there had been some changes added.  

12:49  Councilmember Nolan Gunnell asked if the clean energy covered the visual impact and where the demand sits.  

Sandi asked who PacifiCorp served in the county.  Chatter amongst board.  13:47  Logan City Mayor Holly Daines said 

Logan City is interested in potentially purchasing 10 megawatts of the clean energy.  Chair Goodlaner said this code 

would be applicable to any new projects and wondered what potential impacts would come.  Board member Nathan 

Downs said the visual impact is significant.  Discussion of visual impacts. 17:33  Councilmember Barbara Tidwell asked 

about concern for Lithium and battery storage.  Nathan said there had been meeting with the fire department for 

that part.  Councilmember Barbara Tidwell added concern for air quality.  19:03  Chair Goodlander called on County 

Assessor to give his opinion on property value projections.  Brett Robinson assumed a lower value. Board member 

Jason Watterson added thick inversion would hide the sunlight and wondered how that would affect power.  

Councilmember Keegan Garrity asked where the nearest facility like this is.  Council answered Portage in Box Elder 

County. Councilmember Nolan Gunnell brought up the visual concern. 22:15 Councilmember Keegan Garrity said due 

to low energy rates selling seems likely and asked about a right of refusal.  Chair Goodlander asked if this would be 

taken to planning commission.   Connor answered this is in the rough stage and will need some refinements.  Chair 
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Goodlander agreed with Keegan’s right of refusal suggestion to be included in code if it passed.  24:01 Board member 

Brady Christensen asked how the vote is seen with different opinion of council and board.  Councilmember Keegan 

Garrity said he needed more information.  24:23 Discussion about usage and access in a right of refusal.  25:34 Andrew 

Crane – County Attorney said it may be possible but he needed to check if it is legal.  26:01 Planning  Commissioners 

introduced themselves.  Brady Christensen, Nathan Dows, ValJay Rigby, Jason Watterson.   Chair Goodlander asked 

for more questions.  ValJay said his concern was the visual effects but also considered the decisions of landowners 

what they wanted to do with their land.  Vice Chair Kathryn Beus asked if this was a size issue and added how to make 

this work for both the property owners while mitigating negative impacts.  Nathan responded zoning change would 

be required and presented in front of council.  29:16  Councilmember Mark Hurd said if the reason for this to be on 

the agenda is to make a decision for code to be changed he supported it.  Councilmember Keegan Garrity agreed.  

Jason said something this large needs a serious consideration.  Sandi clarified different stipulations for different sizes.  

Jason answered yes.  30:25  Connor said smaller ones could be CUPs inherently and larger would require infrastructure 

overlay.  Sandi said the process would move forward with those thoughts and recommendations from planning and 

zoning would be considered.  Nolan said it would be helpful to ask other counties their experience.   Vice Kathryn 

Beus asked if this is in Wellsville or the County.  Nathan answered county.  Nolan asked Andrew Crane how the draft 

was coming.     

b. Discussion on Short-Term Rentals (STR’s) in Cache Valley 

32:18  Angie Zetterquist introduced agenda item.  Discussion of draft ordinance.  Nolan said the context is from a 

barn sold to someone out of the valley who is renting it out and having a large number of people and vehicles 

parked there packing the neighborhood.   He asked Andrew how the draft was coming.  35:16 Andrew answered the 

draft included no tenant or guest should park (inaudible).  Angie described where the new language is added in the 

document.  Discussion about the type of business or events happening at this place.  37:08 Nolan asked Jason his 

thoughts on fire safety.  Jason said if these are allowed there needs to be an inspection done.  Nolan added having 

the county looking helps.  Mark added this sounded like an event center with a hotel attached.  Nathan said if there 

was a limit on the number of people who can stay there Wellsville could require a business license.    38:53 County 

Fire said the business license would need an inspection.  Sandi asked if any code currently regulated short term 

rentals.   39:38  Julie gave her perspective on what she had heard from Colorado and Park City tourism that the 

communities suffer due to investors not being local contributing residents.  Sandi asked if they are paying the 

transient room tax.  Board answered the VRBO/AirBNB app charges the tax.  Kathryn asked what municipalities’ 

process is.  Council discussed the different requirements.  42:43  Jason summarized his view of the need for a 

regulation process and a plan to look at the larger facilities  Nolan asked Brett how this circumstance affected the 

tax from exemption on residential .  Brett responded his department discovers new places to check from 

information they receive.  Nolan asked if code would help trigger this knowledge.  Brett answered these places 

range in sizes from large to small one bedrooms being rented out and they might be on the website one day and 

gone the next.  Jason added legislative code was passed the property can’t be regulated based on the listing.  

Kathryn said step one would be to establish a short term rental code.  Andrew answered yes a CUP.  47:35 

Discussion of size for CUP.   48:35   Executive Assistant Dirk Anderson asked if someone had to be living in the home 

for a certain number of days for the STR at all.     Sandi said when she was on planning commission for Logan City 

they required a license for ADU.  Dirk asked what kind of license.  Council answered landlord license.   Brady asked if 

there would be some grandfathered in or not. Jason commented private drives have separate concerns.     

c. Discussion on Water & Subdivisions 

51:54 Angie Zetterquist said she wasn’t sure what the scope of this was.  Nolan introduced water subject to discuss 

and prepare for.  Jason suggested once a certain size of subdivision is reached a public water system will be 

required.  Nathan said under state code now the limit is 26 people or 5 homes per well.  He brought up concern for 

water quality.  Nolan added septic tanks need to be considered.  55:45  Sandi asked what the qualification is right 

now.  Nathan answered a water right.  Jason added this puts the developers in the plan too. Sandi asked if direction 

had been given to development services.  Nathan answered this is the first discussion.  56:36 Nolan said he wanted 

to get a conversation started since water is run by the state.  Andrew commented additional requirements can be 

added into code.  Nolan said North of Bear Lake a second tank is required in case the first one fails.  Nathan 
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responded that requirement is the same here and at the meeting next week with the county planner water would 

be discussed.  Sandia asked for more questions.  Nathan added if this is seriously being considered he asked if 

council wanted to put a hold on large subdivisions until the ordinance is in place.  Nolan called on Andrew.  Andrew 

said the fire access is the main hold up.  The main question for water is to prove all water rights upfront.  Nolan 

asked what size of large subdivision the county could handle.   1:01:16  Jason commented during the development 

in Petersboro it was mentioned to be envisioned similar to Eagle Mountain. Brady said there needed to be some 

time.  Sandi gave her support for a 6 month moratorium.  Discussion about Petersboro subdivision.  1:02:40 Angie 

said Creekside estates were under A10 and then rezoned.  Nolan and Sandi asked Andrew if the County council 

could set a moratorium.   Council discussed.  1:03:38  Executive Dirk Anderson said the public works director has 

asked for a moratorium.  Brady said the recent developer was approved in one meeting and had the homes built in 

3 months.  Discussion of the process for the moratorium.  1:04:51 Andrew said the limit is 180 days.  Dirk added this 

is testing the demands of water and everything without code to address those demands.   Council discussed the size 

to set the restriction on.  Angie added code was adopted that took away sensitive areas from net development 

acreage in A10 zones.  1:06:07  Mark Hurd suggested the limit at 5.   Brady asked if the plan is to make another small 

mass or keep properties spread out on comparable acreage.  Council discussed fire issues.  FireFighter __ said it 

would end like an (inaudible) fire.  He said there is just enough water to fight one structure fire let alone two or 

three.  Sandi asked if there are impact fees already in place for the provided services.  Mark said the county does 

not charge impact fees.  Brady asked if the master plan is being followed or if the houses will be in clumps.  Kathryn 

answered the cluster is intended to leave larger parcels for ag.  1:09:27  Nolan said the two subdivisions are quite 

away from both Wellsville and Hyrum’s fire departments.  Kathryn commented clustering restricts the rest of the 

land not to be developed.  Discussion.  1:10:47  Sandi suggested to move forward with the moratorium and 

involvement from development services. She expressed question why there are not impact fees.  Discussion. 

Andrew Crane confirmed the moratorium is on subdivisions over 5 lots.   

  

d. Updates Regarding Powder Mountain 

1:11:59  Angie Zetterquist read the overview of the Powder Mountain development progress.  Sandi asked who 

Angie was referencing in her statement.  Angie answered Weber County development staff and added fire had been 

meeting separately.  She commented a reservoir rumor had started she was confirming is not part of the plan.  

Sandi asked Brian from JUB of he had any comments.  (audience) said nothing to add.  1:15:59  Nolan asked why 

there is not an egress discussion for powder mountain like in Hyrum.  Andrew answered its complicated with Weber 

and Cache counties but it can be brought up.  Angie added it hadn’t been a larger discussion in order to keep focus 

on the master plan and development instead of considering the wider impacts for neighboring counties.  She said if 

the master plan got approved UDOT would figure out how to provide the volume and state routes.  1:17:28 

Discussion.  1:18:09  Dirk Anderson said there are two codes to follow: The Fire and Roads code that states the 

public works director is to consider general public health and safety issues.   Angie said she expected the master 

plan document would have conditions for approval to address outstanding issues. Keegan asked for monthly 

updates on the powder mountain project.  Sandi asked Angie to let council know before the next meetings.  

 

Adjourn: 7:30 PM 1:20:02

 

 

 

______________________________________________ 

APPROVAL:  Sandi Goodlander, Chair 

Cache County Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________________ 

ATTEST:  Bryson Behm, Clerk 

Cache County Council  
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CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL  
June 24 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 Sandi Goodlander, Vice-Chair Kathryn Beus, Councilmember David Erickson, Councilmember Barbara 

Tidwell, Councilmember Keegan Garrity, Councilmember Nolan Gunnell, Councilmember Mark Hurd. 

MEMBERS EXCUSED:  

STAFF PRESENT: Executive Assistant Dirk Anderson, Wesley Bingham, Matt Funk, Ginafer Low, S. B., Ronnie Keller, Scott 

Wilkinson, Brett Robinson, Sara Owen, Amy Adams, Shawn Milne, Chad Jensen, Nathan Argyle, Landis Wenger.  

OTHER ATTENDANCE: Lamont Poulsen, Corbin Allen, Abby Spencer, Quincee Call, Guthre Miller, Marlee Hall, Reese Page, B. Call, 

Devyn Spencer, T. Gibbs, Lyndie Hall, Crystal Miller, L. C  

 

 

Council Meeting 

1. Call to Order 5:00p.m. – :04 

 

2. Opening Remarks and Pledge of Allegiance – 0:17  Councilmember Keegan Garrity gave opening remarks. 

 

3. Review and Approval of amended Agenda   3:31 

Action: Motion made by Councilmember Nolan Gunnell to approve the amended agenda; seconded by Vice Chair Kathryn 
Beus.   
Motion passes. 
Aye: 7 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 0  
 

4. Review and Approval of Minutes (June 10, 2025) 3:45 

Action: Motion made by Councilmember David Erickson to approve the minutes; seconded by Councilmember Nolan Gunnell 
Motion passes. 
Aye: 6 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 0  
Abstain: Keegan Garrity 

 

5. Report of the County Executive 4:10 

 

A. Appointment/Discussion 

None 

 

6. Items of Special Interest 

 

A. Honoring Outgoing Fire Chief Rod Hammer 4:28  Chair Sandi Goodlander read gratitude for service letter in honor of 

Chief Hammers years of service.  6:49 Chief Hammer responded with an emotional thank you.    

Action: Motion made by Vice Chair Kathryn Beus to formally recognize the service from Chief Rod Hammer to the County; 
seconded by Councilmember Mark Hurd. 
Motion passes. 
Aye: 7 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 0  
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B. Presentation of the Cache County Rodeo Royalty 8:36  Chair Goodlander welcomed Rodeo Royalty to speak.  9:00  

Rodeo Royalty introduced themselves to Council.  10:33 Abbie Spencer shared her backstory and message of how she 

began to rodeo.  Each member of royalty shared a short message.   

 

C. VOCA/VAWA/CJ State Grants Updates – Andrew Crane, Deputy Attorney; Sara Owens, Victim Advocate Supervisor 

17:09  Andrew Crane provided an update on VAWA applications.   18:34 Sara Owens gave update for Victim services 

funding and applications.  

 

D. Assessment Role Corrections – Brett Robinson, Cache County Assessor 20:59 Brett spoke to council about corrections 

from the 2025 Utah primary residential exemption and requested exemption for the cases he had documentation for.   

 
Action: Motion made by Councilmember David Erickson to approve assessment roll corrections; seconded by 
Councilmember Nolan Gunnell. 
Motion passes. 
Aye: 7 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 0  

 

 

7. Public Hearings 

 

A. Set Public hearing for July 8th @5:30 pm:  Ordinance 2025-18-3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone – A request to 

rezone 18.71 acres located at approximately 4200 S. Highway 23, Wellsville, from the Agriculture (A10) Zone to the 

Rural (RU) Zone.  

 
Discussion: 23:43 
Action: Motion made by Vice Chair Kathryn Beus to approve set public hearing; seconded by Councilmember Mark Hurd.   
Motion passes. 
Aye: 7 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 0  

 

B. Set Public hearing for July 8th @ 5:30 pm:  Ordinance 2025-19 – Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit Rezone – A request 

to rezone 160 acres, located at approximately 8300 N. Highway 92 near Richmond, from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to 

the industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. 

 
Discussion: 24:14 
Action: Motion made by Councilmember David Erickson to approve public hearing; seconded by Vice Chair Kathryn Beus.   
Motion passes. 
Aye: 7 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 0  

 

C. Hold Public Hearing:  Resolution 2025-27 – Budget Opening – Proposed amendment to the 2025 (current) budget. 

 
Discussion: 24:38 Wes Bingham – Finance Director presented the reasons for opening the budget and asked if there were 
questions. Chair Goodlander asked if Wes could provide a total for the general fund balance.  27:47 Matthew Funk – 
County Auditor mentioned the Sheriffs cost is for the hire of two new employees.  Sheriff Jensen echoed from the 
audience this is to fulfill the state contract and the costs would be absorbed by the school district.  Wes continued with 
the next items.  29:28 Councilmember Keegan Garrity asked Wes to explain where he was referencing the items.  Council 
discussed and asked what the final cost was.  Wes answered he did not have it at the time but could come back to report 
on those.  Councilmember David Erickson clarified the amount left should be tracked.  Councilmember Mark Hurd 
clarified it will be close to the $70,000.  Wes answered yes and continued with next several items.  45:01  Councilmember 
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David Erickson said this will be a tough go when they balance the budget in the Fall. Council sighed in dissent but agreed.   
Council Chair Goodlander opened for Public Hearing. 
 
Action: Motion made by Councilmember Nolan Gunnell to open public hearing; seconded by Vice Chair Kathryn Beus.   
Motion passes. 
Aye: 7 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 0  
 
No public comments. 
Action: Motion made by Councilmember Nolan Gunnell to close public hearing; seconded by Vice Chair Kathryn Beus.   
Motion passes. 
Aye: 7 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 0 
 
46:51 Council discussed items on the budget.  Councilmember Keegan Garrity said he needed more time before he could 
make a decision.  48:09 Chair Goodlander said it was brought up that departments are losing employees as a result from 
low wages.  Chair Goodlander said the process for opening the budget is being refined to improve the communication 
and show what costs are being presented at appropriations.  She continued Wes and Matt should receive questions from 
anyone who had them and asked Matt if there would be any items too time sensitive.  Matt answered no.  No motion.  
51:47 Councilmember Keegan Garrity mentioned next week is a holiday and lessened availability.  Chair Goodlander 
answered when the next council meeting was scheduled. 52:26  Executive Assistant Dirk Anderson recommended to 
Councilmember Garrity he have needed conversations by the end of the week.  
 

8. Initial Proposals for Consideration of Action 

A. Ordinance 2025-30 – Dispatch Service Fee Assessment Amendment 52:41 

Discussion: 52:53  Andrew Erickson – Policy Analyst provided overview of the proposed fee change.  Councilmember 

Keegan Garrity asked if this situation was the same as what Logan City Mayor Daines did for establishing a district.  

Council said yes she did write the letter.  Chair Goodlander added this is to amend the county fee structure 

 

B. Resolution 2025-27 – Budget Opening 

54:43 Continued for next meeting. 

 

9. Pending Action 

A. Ordinance 2025-17 – Transient Room Tax Amendments  54:48  Andrew presented the projected revenues from the 
proposed tax.  Councilmember David Erickson asked if there was a deadline or if this can be revisited in the future.  
56:06 Chair Goodlander answered the deadline is July 1 for the current year.   Councilmember David Erickson asked if it 
can be revisited next year.  Chair Goodlander answered yes and continued with reasons for the tax change. 57:26 Sheriff 
Jensen spoke from the audience and said the question is how many non-residents are causing emergency services.  
58:44  Councilmember Keegan Garrity commented he heard from Julie Hollist – Visitor Bureau Director she would be 
trying to gather data from other counties.  Chair Goodlander said she heard if we didn’t pass it we would be the few 
counties not to.  59:21 Councilmember Nolan Gunnell said there are a lot of things to use the money for.  
Councilmember David Erickson agreed. Chair Goodlander said the amount collected would be roughly $94,000.  Council 
voted.  1:01:23  Councilmember Nolan Gunnell clarified the percentage of the tax.  Chair Goodlander answered the vote 
is to add .25%.  David Erickson mentioned an amendment could be made to increase the percentage.  Chair Goodlander 
corrected the county is allowed .25% per a state law.  David Erickson suggested funds be used not only for EMS services 
but for roads also. Chair Goodlander mentioned she had told her constituents she was not in favor of the tax. 

Action: Motion made by Councilmember David Erickson to approve Ordinance 2025-17; seconded by Councilmember 
Mark Hurd.   
Motion passes. 
Aye: 5 David Erickson, Barbara Tidwell, Kathryn Beus, Nolan Gunnell, Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity, Mark Hurd 
Nay: 2 Sandi Goodlander, Keegan Garrity 

10. Other Business 
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A. Discussion of Social for Council Members and Council Staff  1:03:00  Continued until Fall 

     

B. America250 Utah Kickoff Event at State Capitol 1:03:24  Chair Goodlander asked Andrew Erickson if he 

knew more about the event.  Andrew answered he was not aware of new information.  

     

C. Hyrum City Fourth of July Celebration 1:03:45 Council discussed who would attend what parade.  

     

D. Hyde Park Velvet Highway Parade 

 

E. North Logan City Pioneer Day Parade 

     

A. Councilmember Reports 

 

David Erickson – 1:05:34  David reported on his visit to the Utah flour mill and the speed in getting up to begin processing.  
Sandi Goodlander – 1:13:13 Sandi reported on a few budget meetings she had attended and was feeling concerned about.  
1:13:58  Sheriff Jensen said Powder Mountain had asked him several times to write a letter in support of what they are trying 
to do.  He told council an MOU written before his time in position was given to the attorney for the services Weber county 
provides and he wouldn’t write the letter unless the MOU is in place.  Councilmember Mark Hurd added this should be 
addressed by the interlocal agreement.  Sandi said there was a meeting the next day they could ask.  Sheriff Jensen said it is 
the Weber County Sheriff’s decision what they can take in payment.  Councilmember David Erickson added the master plan 
needed to be included too. Council discussed.  
Keegan Garrity – 1:10:09 Keegan reported COSAC would like to hold a meeting like planning and zoning held.  He announced 
the air show will be this weekend and mentioned the other events in the valley.  He ended with his attendance to a courtroom 
sentencing and his experience.  
Barbara Tidwell – 1:12:34 Barbara reported on the government conduct committee and would have something brought to 
council soon. She said a chair would be chosen in July.   
Kathryn Beus – 1:07:15 Kathryn reported on her visit to the Hyrum dam spillway.  She said the fire district is moving slowly but 
efficiently.    
Nolan Gunnell –  1:08:54 Nolan reported on a bridge in Avon affecting some citizens and also thanked planning and zoning for 
the meeting earlier that day and their efforts in helping the process. 
Mark Hurd – 1:05:26  None 

 

B. Executive Session 

 

Adjourn: 7:30 PM 1:17:39

 

 

 

______________________________________________ 

APPROVAL:  Sandi Goodlander, Chair 

Cache County Council 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________________________________ 

ATTEST:  Bryson Behm, Clerk 

Cache County Council  
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Council Meeting Memorandum 

 

Hold a Public Hearing  

Ordinance 2025-18 – 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone 
 

Agenda request submitted by: Angie Zetterquist, Interim Director of Development 

Services – Forwarded from the County Planning 

Commission 

Assisting Department:  Development Services 

Requested Council meeting date: July 8th, 2025 

 

Agenda Item Language: Hold a public hearing for Ordinance 2025-18 3 Clustered Homes 15 

Acres Ag Rezone – A request to rezone 18.71 located at approximately 4200 S. Highway 23, 

Wellsville, from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. 

 

Action: Planning Commission – Recommendation of Denial (4-yea; 0-nay) 

  

Background: A request to rezone 18.71 acres located at approximately 4200 S. Highway 23, 

Wellsville, 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 June 5th, 2025, and their recommendation to deny 

the rezone was made on June 5th, 2025.  

 

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: Angie Zetterquist, Interim Director of Development Services 

 

Presentation Time: 10 minutes.   

 

County Staff Point of Contact: Conner Smith, Assistant Planner 

 

Legal Review: N/A 



Ord 2025-18 1 

An ordinance amending the County Zoning Map by rezoning 18.71 acres  2 

from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone 3 

 4 

County Council action 5 

Hold a public hearing on July 8thth, 2025. 6 

If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval. 7 

 8 

Planning Commission action 9 

Denial (4-yea; 0-nay). 10 

Public hearing held on June 5th, 2025 11 

Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the rezone is hereby 12 

recommended for denial to the County Council as follows:  13 

1. The Willets RU5 rezone request, an application for the property to be rezoned from the 14 

Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone, was denied in March of 2025. 15 

a. Additionally, the White Bison Acres rezone request, an application for the property to 16 

be rezoned from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone, was denied in 17 

August of 2024.  18 

2. There have been no significant changes since the denial of the two previous applications. 19 

3. The parcel currently has no road frontage. 20 

4. The existing turnaround providing access to the property was constructed without approval 21 

from the Public Works Department. The planned alignment of 4200 South will extend the 22 

current roadway in a straight-east west direction. As a result, it is likely that 4200 South will be 23 

located on Parcel 11-068-0013, meaning the subject property will continue to lack frontage. 24 

a. Although the applicant obtained an access agreement from the UDOT, their jurisdiction 25 

ends at the property line of parcel 11-068-0013. Past this property line, the County has 26 

jurisdiction. 27 

5. The nearest area, in the County, that is in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is located one mile away. 28 

6. The rezone is partially inconsistent with the Cache County General Plan: 29 

a. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an emphasis 30 

on agriculture related activities. The Rural 5 (RU5) Zone has fewer agricultural related 31 

use types than the Agricultural (A10) Zone.   32 

  33 

Staff Report review by Interim Director 34 

Angie Zetterquist 35 

 36 

Staff Report by County Planner 37 

Conner Smith, Assistant Planner  38 

 39 

 40 



General Description 41 

This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 18.71 acres from the Agricultural 42 

(A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone.  43 

 44 

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A 45 

Staff Report to Planning Commission – revised 46 
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 179 North Main, Suite 305  devservices@cachecounty.gov 

 Logan, Utah 84321  (435) 755-1640  

Development Services Department 

 Building   |  GIS  |  Planning & Zoning  
 

  

 

 

       Staff Report: 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone                                     5 June 2025  

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: Jed Willets Parcel ID#: 11-069-0007  

Staff Recommendation: Denial       

Type of Action: Legislative 

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council      

Location  Reviewed by Conner Smith  

Project Address:  Acres: 18.71 

4200 S. Highway 23 

Wellsville 

Current Zoning:  Proposed Zoning:                     

Agricultural (A10) Rural 5 (RU5) 

Surrounding Uses:  

North – Agricultural/Residential 

South – Agricultural  

East – Agricultural 

West – Agricultural/Residential 

         

        
 

Findings of Fact  

A. Request description 

1. A request to rezone 18.71 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. 
2. History: 

a. In August of 2024, this parcel went through the rezone application process to go from 

the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone. On 1 August 2024, the Planning 

Commission unanimously recommended denial to the County Council and on 27 August 

2024 the County Council unanimously voted for denial. 

csmith
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i. There were a multitude of public comments against the rezone, citing issues with 

density, water rights, increases in traffic, and impacts to the agricultural character 

of the surrounding area.  
ii. Wellsville City made a comment stating they were against this rezone. 

b. In February and March of 2025, this parcel went through the rezone application process 

to go from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. On 6 February 2025, 

the Planning Commission unanimously recommended denial to the County Council and 

on 25 March 2025 the County Council unanimously voted for denial. 
i. There were a multitude of public comments against the rezone, citing issues with 

density, water rights, increases in traffic, and impacts to the agricultural character 

of the surrounding area. 
ii. Wellsville City made a comment stating that they weren’t against the rezone but 

strongly desire road connectivity between the future 4200 South and the existing 

4100 South. 
c. The applicant has submitted this third application because they believe that they have 

provided enough new/updated information to qualify as a significant update. 
3.  Should the rezone request be approved, the maximum number of potential lots will be three.    
4. This rezone may allow the parcel to establish uses permitted in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. A rezone 

request is general in nature and is not tied to any proposed use. Any impacts related to permitted 

and conditional uses allowed within Rural 5 (RU5) Zone will be addressed as part of each 

respective approval process required prior to site development activities.  
5. 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.  
a. Land Use Context: 

i. Parcel status: The property does not match the configuration it had on August 8, 

2006 as boundary line adjustments and the splitting of a non-contagious portion 

of the parcel was done. However, the property is still legal.  
ii. Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A) 
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i. Schedule of Zoning Uses: The Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is more restrictive than the 

Agricultural (A10) Zone. The following uses are ones that are permitted, with the use 

of a zoning clearance or CUP, in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone: 

 Single Family Dwelling 

 Accessory Apartment 

 Accessory/Agricultural Structures 

 Home Based Business 

csmith
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 Seasonal Cabin 

 Residential Living Facilities 

 Home Based Kennel 

 Bed and Breakfast Inn 

 Religious Meeting House 

 Utility Facility, Distribution 

 Farm Stand 

 Board Facility 

 Site Grading 

ii. Adjacent Uses: The properties adjacent to the subject parcel to the east and south are 

primarily used for agricultural purposes while the properties to the north and west are 

used for agricultural and residential purposes. The nearest parcel, in the county, in the 

Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is located a mile to the northwest of the subject parcel. 

iii. Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Wellsville City future 

annexation area.  

 
 The Wellsville General Plan Map, an appendix to the  Wellsville City 

General Plan, marks this location as “Farmland Residential Cluster – 5ac”. 

B. Ordinance—§12.02.010, §17.02.060; §17.08.030 [E] 

6. 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.  

7. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Rural 5 

(RU5) Zone but does contain general guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use 

Ordinance §17.08.030 [E] identifies the purpose of the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone and includes the 

following:  

csmith
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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 Cache countywide comprehensive plan, including those 

regarding improved roadways, density based residential standards, clustering, moderate 

income housing and municipality 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.” 

8. Chapter 4: Future Land Use Plan of the Cache County General Plan states: 

a. “The use of land is one of the most important and fundamental values for landowners, 

residents, civic leaders, and elected officials. This determines, in large measure, the future 

of Cache County. The Future Land Use Map represents the County’s collective vision of 

our desired future. It conveys the patterns and priorities of economic development and 

community character, the locations of neighborhoods and industries, and the preservation 

of natural, agricultural, and rural landscapes.” 

b. “The Future Land Use Plan is advisory and does not change the existing zoning of any 

property or the ability of landowners to continue existing legal uses consistent with the 

existing zoning or nonconforming uses. It serves as a starting point for conversations 

about regional initiatives and development proposals by illustrating how sometimes 

separate and uncoordinated activities can help or harm our desired future. The timing of 

future development will depend on a number of factors including choices made by 

individual landowners, aspirations of the community, and future availability of facilities 

and services.” 

9. The future land use map (Attachment B) adopted as part of the Cache County General Plan 

identifies the area where the subject property is located as “Agriculture and Ranching.” Cache 

County General Plan, Chapter 4, Page 26. This section states: 

a. Location: Private agriculture landscapes in the Cache Valley outside of municipalities. 

b. Example Areas: Most of the valley. 

c. Purpose and Character: Agricultural and rangeland uses on private lands under 

conservation easements (no public access) are expected to continue in the Valley. 

Separation from dense residential developments is advantageous. The agricultural 

landscape provides separation between adjacent municipalities and protects suitable 

soils. 

d. Preferred Land Uses: Agriculture, ranching, rural residential uses at densities of less than 

one unit per 10 acres, Conservation Easements (CEs) and conserved public lands, 

Agritourism. 

e. Secondary Land Uses: Industrial and Commercial uses directly supportive of agriculture 

(Processing, Packaging, Distribution), clustered subdivision developments, outdoor 

recreation, farm worker housing. 

f. Discouraged Uses: Residential developments at densities of greater than one unit per 10 

acres if not in a clustered subdivision development, commercial office, commercial retail, 

flex office/industrial, heavy industrial.  

10. The future land use map (Attachment B) adopted as part of the Cache County General Plan 

identifies the area where the subject property is located as “Urban Expansion Overlay.” Cache 

County General Plan, Chapter 4, Page 29. This section states: 
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a. Location: Adjacent to city/town limits within municipal annexation policy areas, where 

future development could be accommodated with urban-level services. As communities 

may provide additional information, these reference areas may be updated on the Future 

Land Use Map without an adopted amendment to reflect the probable expansion of 

services within a 10 to 20 year timeframe.  

b. Example Areas: Unincorporated enclaves between or within cities. 

c. Purpose and Character: To provide for unified municipal growth that aligns with the 

municipal land use plan in an approved annexation policy area with an approved County 

Intergovernmental Agreement. If developed, these areas would need to be annexed into 

the neighboring community which would facilitate service provision. The following 

criteria must be met for these areas 

i. Accommodate 20-year growth projections 

ii. Plan for urban-level densities, intensities 

iii. Meet urban design standards 

iv. Connect with water and sewer providers, and urban streets 

v. Urban services provided by the County are minimized 

d. Preferred Land Uses: Annexations within these areas should strive to accomplish the 

densities, intensities, and street patterns contained where urban-level infrastructure is 

available. Affordable housing options are also appropriate in this area.  

e. Secondary Land Uses: Civic (meeting spaces), residential support uses (e.g. parks, 

medical, schools, fire and police stations). 

f. Discouraged Uses: Uses that are not consistent with the municipal general plan or 

existing county zoning.  

11. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the Rural 5 (RU5) 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 

12. §12.02.010 adopts the Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual) for 

roadway improvement requirements. 

13. §16.02.010 Standards and Lot Size – All subdivisions must meet the minimum lot and 

development standards as outlined in each base zone of the Cache County Zoning Ordinance and 

within this title.  

14. Table §17.10.040 Site Development Standards – Minimum lot frontage required in the Rural 5 

(RU5) Zone is 90 feet. 

15. §17.07.040 General Definitions – Lot/Parcel Frontage: that portion of a development site that abuts 

a public or private roadway. For the purposes of determining setback requirements on corner lots, 

all sides of a lot adjacent to a roadway shall be considered frontage  

16. §16.04.040 [A] Roads – All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12 

of the County Code. 

17. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards – Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the 

current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual). 

18. The Road Manual specifies the following: 

a. §2.1 Roadway Functional Classification – Minor Arterial (A): Minor arterial roads link 

cities, larger towns, and other large traffic generators and are capable of facilitating travel 

over long distances. These routes have relatively high travel speeds and minimal 

interferences to the through movement of traffic. 

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

a. The subject property has no road frontage. 
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b. An analysis of the nearest road, SR-23, is below.    

20. SR-23 – Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) Road: 

a. West of the subject parcel, SR-23 is an existing UDOT facility classified as Minor Arterial. 

b. Minor Arterials in rural areas are typically designed to provide relatively high overall travel 

speeds with minimum interference to through movement. 

c. Does provide access to multiple dwellings and agricultural uses, but is primarily the main 

connection between Mendon and Wellsville to access SR-30 and Highway 89/91. 

d. This section of SR-23 is classified per UDOT as an Access Category 4, which has a 

minimum driveway spacing of 500 feet and minimum street spacing of 660 feet. 

e. Access for SR-23 must be approved by UDOT. 

i. UDOT has stated that the applicant can apply for a permit that would grant an access 

for up to ten homes. 

ii. UDOT’s jurisdiction ends at the property line of parcel 11-068-0013, currently 

owned by James Kyle and Marci Larsen. 

1. The construction of the roundabout on Parcels 11-068-0013 and 11-069-

0007 was completed without approval from the Public Works Department 

and is non-compliant as the area lies within the County’s jurisdiction. 

f. Frontage for buildable lots in the County requires a minimum of 90 feet on a public or 

private road. The proposed road to access the proposed development will need to meet 

County Standards and roadway layout. See Road Manual Section 2.5. Cache County draft 

Transportation Master Plan show a Public Road at 4200 South that connects to Center Street 

in Wellsville.  

D. Service Provisions:   

21. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control – The County Fire District had no comments in regards to this 

application.  

22. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal – Applicant must work with Waste Management for solid 

waste disposal.  

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

23. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 23 May 2025. 

24. Notices were posted in three public places on 23 May 2025. 

25. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet on 23 May 2025.   

26. The meeting agenda was posted to the County website on 23 May 2025. 

27. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the 

Development Services Office. 

Conclusion  

The 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres rezone, a request to rezone 18.71 acres from the Agricultural (A10) 

Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone has been reviewed in conformance with Title 17 of the Cache County 

Land Use Ordinance and the County Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards.  

Based on the findings and facts noted herein, the 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag rezone is hereby 

recommend for denial to the County Council as follows: 

1. The Willets RU5 rezone request, an application for the property to be rezoned from the Agricultural 

(A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone, was denied in March of 2025. 
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a. Additionally, the White Bison Acres rezone request, an application for the property to be 

rezoned from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone, was denied in August 

of 2024. 

2. There have been no significant changes since the denial of the two previous applications. 

3. The parcel currently has no road frontage.  

4. The existing turnaround providing access to the property was constructed without approval from the 

Public Works Department. The planned alignment of 4200 South will extent the current roadway in 

a straight east-west direction. As a result, it is likely that 4200 South will be located on Parcel 11-

068-0013, meaning the subject property will continue to lack frontage.  

a. Although the applicant obtained an access agreement from the UDOT, their jurisdiction ends 

at the property line of parcel 11-068-0013. Past this property line, the County has jurisdiction. 

5. The nearest area, in the County, that is in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is located one mile away.  

6. The rezone is partially inconsistent with the Cache County General Plan: 

a. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an emphasis on 

agriculture related activities. The Rural 5 (RU5) Zone has fewer agricultural related use types 

than the Agricultural (A10) Zone. 
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Conner Smith <conner.smith@cachecounty.gov>

Opposition to Zoning Change - Easement Issue
sbetts317@gmail.com <sbetts317@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 5, 2025 at 2:46 PM
To: conner.smith@cachecounty.gov

To Whom It May Concern,

 

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed zoning change for the property located at 4200 S. Highway 23, near
Wellsville.

 

The easement I purchased as part of a settlement agreement runs through this property.   My easement was moved
without my knowledge or consent. I have made several efforts to resolve this matter without litigation, but unfortunately,
those efforts have failed.

 

I am reengaging my attorney, Jason Yancy, to proceed with legal action to resolve the easement issue through the courts.
By approving this zoning change, you may inadvertently involve third parties in this litigation, individuals who had no part
in creating this problem.

 

I urge you to consider the legal complications this action could trigger before moving forward.

 

 

Sincerely,

Sean Betts
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Council Meeting Memorandum 

 

Hold a Public Hearing  

Ordinance 2025-19 – Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit Rezone 
 

Agenda request submitted by: Angie Zetterquist, Interim Director of Development 

Services – Forwarded from the County Planning 

Commission 

Assisting Department:  Development Services 

Requested Council meeting date: July 8th, 2025 

 

Agenda Item Language: Hold a public hearing for Ordinance 2025-19 Funk 160 Acre Richmond 
Gravel Pit Rezone – A request to rezone 160 acres, located at approximately 8300 N. Highway 
91, near Richmond, from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral 
Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. 
 
Action: Planning Commission – Recommendation of Denial (4-yea; 0-nay) 
  
Background: A request to rezone 160 acres located at approximately 8300 N. Highway 91, near 
Richmond, from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral 
Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. 
 
Fiscal Impact: N/A  
 
Public Hearing Required: Rezone requests require a public hearing before the County Planning 
Commission (PC). This hearing was held on June 5th, 2025, and their recommendation to deny 
the rezone was made on June 5th, 2025.   
 
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: Angie Zetterquist, Interim Director of Development Services 
 
Presentation Time: 10 minutes.   
 
County Staff Point of Contact: Conner Smith, Assistant Planner 
 
Legal Review: N/A 



Ord 2025-19 1 

An ordinance amending the Cache County Zoning Map  2 

by rezoning 160.00 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) 3 

Zone with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay 4 

 5 

County Council action 6 

Hold a public hearing on July 8th, 2025. 7 

If approved, the rezone will take effect 15 days from the date of approval. 8 

 9 

Planning Commission action 10 

Denial (4-yea; 0-nay). 11 

Public hearing held on June 5th, 2025 12 

Conclusion: Based on the findings of fact noted [in the staff report], the Funk 160 Acre 13 

Richmond Gravel Pit rezone is hereby recommended for denial to the County Council as 14 

follows:  15 

1. The nearest area, in the County, that is in the Industrial (I) Zone is located 1.5 miles to the 16 

north-west while the nearest parcel with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) 17 

Overlay is located 0.85 miles to the south. 18 

2. The subject property is not consistent with the Industrial (I) Zone or the Mineral Extraction 19 

and Excavation (ME) Overlay: 20 

a. Industrial (I) Zone: 21 

i. “To provide locations where manufacturing, processing, warehousing, and 22 

fabrication of goods and material can be carried on with minimum conflict 23 

or deleterious effect upon the surrounding properties. The purpose of this 24 

zone is also to promote the economic well being of the citizens and to 25 

broaden the tax base.” 26 

ii. “This zone must be appropriately served by suitable public roads, have 27 

access to the necessary water and utilities, and have adequate provision of 28 

public services.” 29 

b. Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay: 30 

i. “The purpose of this zone is to establish locations and to protect the 31 

commercial mineral extraction and excavation industry while protecting the 32 

environment and county citizens. This zone is to assure that the operations 33 

of such sites do not impact adjoining uses and are not encroached upon by 34 

surrounding noncompatible land uses within Cache County.” 35 

ii. “This zone and provisions thereof are deemed necessary in the public 36 

interest to affect practices which will, for the economical use of vital 37 

materials necessary for our economy, give due consideration to the present 38 

and future use of land in the interest of promoting the public health, safety, 39 

and general welfare of the residents of Cache County.” 40 

 41 



3. The rezone is not consistent with the Cache County General Plan: 42 

a. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an 43 

emphasis on agriculture related uses and discourages flex office industrial and heavy 44 

industrial uses. 45 

4. It is likely that a mineral extraction operation, in this case a gravel pit, will impact Crow 46 

Mountain which can be seen as a significant natural heritage site.  47 
 48 

Staff Report review by Interim Director 49 

Angie Zetterquist 50 

 51 

Staff Report by County Planner 52 

Conner Smith 53 

 54 

General Description 55 

This ordinance amends the County Zoning Map by rezoning 160.00 acres from the Agricultural 56 

(A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay.  57 

 58 

Additional review materials included as part of Exhibit A 59 

Staff Report to Planning Commission – revised 60 
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       Staff Report: Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit Rezone                             1 May 2025  

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: E. Hal Christensen Parcel ID#: 08-017-0008 

Staff Recommendation: None       

Type of Action: Legislative 

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council      

Location  Reviewed by Conner Smith  

Project Address:  Acres: 160.00 

8300 N. Highway 91, 

Near Richmond 

Current Zoning:  Proposed Zoning:                     

Agricultural (A10) Industrial (I), Mineral 

Extraction (ME) 

Overlay 

Surrounding Uses:  

North – Agricultural 

South – Agricultural/Residential  

East – Agricultural 

West – Residential 

         

        
 

Findings of Fact  

A. Request description 

1. A request to rezone 160.00 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone 

with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. 
2. History: 

a. In February 2025, this parcel went through the rezone application process to rezone 

286.91 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral 

Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. On February 6th, 2025, the Planning 
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Commission recommended denial to the County Council and on March 11th, 2025 the 

County Council denied the rezone request.  
i. The difference between the original rezone and this rezone request is that the 

applicant originally requested to rezone 286.91 acres whereas this application is 

a request to rezone 160 acres. 
ii. Numerous written public comments were received with further comments being 

made during the public hearings. The primary concern of comments that were 

against the rezone were related to water as there are numerous springs on the then 

subject properties. Secondary concerns included pollution, noise, dust, and 

impacts to the aesthetic beauty of the local area. There were several comments 

that were not opposed to the gravel pit but still expressed concern with water, 

access, and the Industrial (I) Zone being a part of the rezone request.  
3. This rezone may allow the parcel to establish uses permitted in the Industrial (I) Zone and 

Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. A rezone request is general in nature and is 

not tied to any proposed use. Any impacts related to permitted and conditional uses allowed 

within the Industrial (I) Zone and Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay will be 

addressed as part of each respective approval process required prior to site development 

activities.  
4. 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.  
a. Land Use Context: 

i. Parcel status: The property matches the configuration it had on August 8, 2006 

and are legal.  
ii. Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A) 
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i. Schedule of Zoning Uses: The Industrial (I) Zone and Mineral Extraction and 

Excavation (ME) Overlay allow for a variety of uses with the approval of a zoning 

clearance and/or conditional use permit. These uses include the following uses, that are 

not permitted in the current Agricultural (A10) Zone: 

 Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay 

i. Mineral Extraction 

ii. Topsoil Extraction 
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 Industrial (I) Zone: 

i. Caretaker’s Residence 

ii. General Manufacturing 

iii. Commercial Kennel/Animal Shelter 

iv. Storage and Warehousing 

v. Self Service Storage Facility 

vi. Transport Services 

vii. General Vehicle Repair 

viii. Mobile Food Truck 

ix. Sexually Oriented Business 

x. Telecommunication Facility, Major 

ii. Adjacent Uses: The properties adjacent to the subject parcel to the north and east are 

primarily used for agricultural purposes, properties to the west are primarily residential, 

and properties to the south are a mix of residential and agricultural. The nearest parcel, 

in the county, in the Industrial (I) Zone is located 1.5 miles to the north-west while the 

nearest parcel with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay is located 

0.85 miles to the south. 

iii. Annexation Areas: The subject property is not located in any future annexation area.  

 

B. Ordinance—§12.02.010, §17.02.060; §17.08.030 [E] 

5. 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.  

6. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Industrial 

(I) Zone but does contain general guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use Ordinance 

§17.08.030 [E] identifies the purpose of the Industrial (I) Zone and includes the following: 

a. “To provide locations where manufacturing, processing, warehousing, and fabrication of 

goods and material can be carried on with minimum conflict or deleterious effect upon 
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the surrounding properties. The purpose of this zone is also to promote the economic well 

being of the citizens and broaden the tax base.” 

b. “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.” 

7. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Mineral 

Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay but does contain general guidelines for its 

implementation. County Land Use Ordinance §17.08.030 [E] identifies the purpose of the 

Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay and includes the following:  

a. “The purpose of this zone is to establish locations and to protect the commercial mineral 

extraction and excavation industry while protecting the environment and county citizens. 

This zone is to assure that the operations of such sites do not impact adjoining uses and 

are not encroached upon by surrounding noncompatible land uses within Cache County.” 

b. “This zone and provisions thereof are deemed necessary in the public interest to affect 

practices which will, for the economical use of vital materials necessary for our economy, 

give due consideration to the present and future use of land in the interest of promoting 

the public health, safety, and general welfare of the residents of Cache County.” 

8. Chapter 4: Future Land Use Plan of the Cache County General Plan states: 

a. “The use of land is one of the most important and fundamental values for landowners, 

residents, civic leaders, and elected officials. This determines, in large measure, the future 

of Cache County. The Future Land Use Map represents the County’s collective vision of 

our desired future. It conveys the patterns and priorities of economic development and 

community character, the locations of neighborhoods and industries, and the preservation 

of natural, agricultural, and rural landscapes.” 

b. “The Future Land Use Plan is advisory and does not change the existing zoning of any 

property or the ability of landowners to continue existing legal uses consistent with the 

existing zoning or nonconforming uses. It serves as a starting point for conversations 

about regional initiatives and development proposals by illustrating how sometimes 

separate and uncoordinated activities can help or harm our desired future. The timing of 

future development will depend on a number of factors including choices made by 

individual landowners, aspirations of the community, and future availability of facilities 

and services.” 

9. The future land use map (Attachment B) adopted as part of the Cache County General Plan 

identifies the area where the subject property is located as “Agriculture and Ranching.” Cache 

County General Plan, Chapter 4, Page 26. This section states: 

a. Location: Private agriculture landscapes in the Cache Valley outside of municipalities. 

b. Example Areas: Most of the valley. 

c. Purpose and Character: Agricultural and rangeland uses on private lands under 

conservation easements (no public access) are expected to continue in the Valley. 

Separation from dense residential developments is advantageous. The agricultural 

landscape provides separation between adjacent municipalities and protects suitable 

soils. 

d. Preferred Land Uses: Agriculture, ranching, rural residential uses at densities of less than 

one unit per 10 acres, Conservation Easements (CEs) and conserved public lands, 

Agritourism. 

e. Secondary Land Uses: Industrial and Commercial uses directly supportive of agriculture 

(Processing, Packaging, Distribution), clustered subdivision developments, outdoor 

recreation, farm worker housing. 
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f. Discouraged Uses: Residential developments at densities of greater than one unit per 10 

acres if not in a clustered subdivision development, commercial office, commercial retail, 

flex office/industrial, heavy industrial.  

10. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the Industrial (I) Zone and Mineral 

Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay 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 

11. §12.02.010 adopts the Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual) for 

roadway improvement requirements. 

12. §16.02.010 Standards and Lot Size – All subdivisions must meet the minimum lot and 

development standards as outlined in each base zone of the Cache County Zoning Ordinance and 

within this title.  

13. Table §17.10.040 Site Development Standards – Minimum lot frontage required in the Industrial 

(I) Zone is 150’. 

14. §17.07.040 General Definitions – Lot/Parcel Frontage: that portion of a development site that abuts 

a public or private roadway. For the purposes of determining setback requirements on corner lots, 

all sides of a lot adjacent to a roadway shall be considered frontage  

15. §16.04.040 [A] Roads – All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12 

of the County Code. 

16. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards – Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the 

current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual). 

17. Roadway Functional Classification: 

a. Principal Arterial: Principal Arterials in rural areas are typically designed to provide 

relatively high overall travel speeds with minimum interference to through movement.  

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

a. Currently, the subject parcel has no frontage along a City, County, or State road. Any future 

project would need to be accessed through another parcel. Per the Letter of Intent, the rezone 

is proposing to use Parcel 08-016-0034 to access US-91, the nearest road.  

i. The frontage requirement in the Industrial (I) Zone is 150’.  

b. An analysis of the nearest road, US-91, is below.    

19. US-91 – Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) Road: 

a. West of the subject parcel, US-91 is an UDOT road classified as a Principal Arterial. 

b. The road services multiple dwellings and agricultural uses but is primarily the main 

connection between Smithfield and Richmond. 

c. Is maintained by UDOT.  

d. This section of US-91 is classified per UDOT as an Access Category 4, which has a 

minimum driveway spacing of 500 feet and a minimum street spacing of 660 feet. 

e. Access to any proposed development must be approved by UDOT.    

D. Service Provisions:   

20. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control – The County Fire District states that prior to any operations a 20-

foot all weather surface road must be in place.  

21. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal – Applicant must work with Waste Management for solid 

waste disposal.  

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

22. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 23 May 2025. 

23. Notices were posted in three public places on 23 May 2025. 

24. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet on 23 May 2025. 

25. The meeting agenda was posted to the County website on 23 May 2025. 
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26. At this time, one written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the 

Development Services Office.  

Conclusion  

The Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit rezone, a request to rezone 160.00 acres from the Agricultural 

(A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay has 

been reviewed in conformance with Title 17 of the Cache County Land Use Ordinance and the County 

Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards. Staff has not made a recommendation based 

on the findings of fact indentified above and any others identified at the public hearing. Although Staff 

has not made a recommendation for approval or denial, they can help Planning Commission draft a 

recommendation to County Council. 

Planning Commission Conclusion 

Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit rezone is hereby 

recommended for denial to the County Council as follows:   

1. The nearest area, in the County, that is in the Industrial (I) Zone is located 1.5 miles to the north-

west while the nearest parcel with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay is 

located 0.85 miles to the south. 

2. The subject property is not consistent with the Industrial (I) Zone or the Mineral Extraction and 

Excavation (ME) Overlay: 

a. Industrial (I) Zone: 

i. “To provide locations where manufacturing, processing, warehousing, and 

fabrication of goods and material can be carried on with minimum conflict or 

deleterious effect upon the surrounding properties. The purpose of this zone is 

also to promote the economic well being of the citizens and to broaden the tax 

base.” 

ii. “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.” 

b. Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay: 

i. “The purpose of this zone is to establish locations and to protect the commercial 

mineral extraction and excavation industry while protecting the environment and 

county citizens. This zone is to assure that the operations of such sites do not 

impact adjoining uses and are not encroached upon by surrounding 

noncompatible land uses within Cache County.” 

ii. “This zone and provisions thereof are deemed necessary in the public interest to 

affect practices which will, for the economical use of vital materials necessary 

for our economy, give due consideration to the present and future use of land in 

the interest of promoting the public health, safety, and general welfare of the 

residents of Cache County.” 

3. The rezone is not consistent with the Cache County General Plan: 

a. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an emphasis 

on agriculture related uses and discourages flex office industrial and heavy industrial 

uses. 

4. It is likely that a mineral extraction operation will impact Crow Mountain which is seen as a 

significant natural heritage site. 
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Conner Smith <conner.smith@cachecounty.gov>

Comments RE Funk-Richmond Gravel Pit Property Rezone
The Riehm Team <riehmteam@protonmail.com> Thu, May 1, 2025 at 2:57 PM
To: "conner.smith@cachecounty.gov" <conner.smith@cachecounty.gov>

TO:  Cache County Planning Commission
RE:  Funk- Richmond Gravel Pit Property Rezone Application

Mr. Christensen has resubmitted an application to rezone 160 acres of Crow Mountain and surrounding land from
agricultural zoning to industrial zoning with the intent to develop a gravel pit and batch plant for concrete and
asphalt.  His application includes a letter attempting to address many of the public comments from the previous
zoning meeting.  We acknowledge his attempt to allay concerns, but remain wary of the impact a gravel pit and
batch plant will have on local groundwater and springs, traffic on this section of Highway 91, noise levels, and air
quality.  

We also question the means by which gravel excavation will be limited to the area and elevation described. 
What if the actual operations of the facility deviate from how it was described in the application letter and affect
water quality and/or availability?  

The proposed batch plant location appears to be visible from the highway at the base of Crow Mountain.  This
area between Smithfield and Richmond is still agricultural in nature and we request that the County preserve that
zoning and deny the industrial rezone application.  Please keep the area agricultural.  

Respectfully,
Andrew and Scout Riehm
8588 N Hwy 91, Richmond UT 84333
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Ordinance No. 2025-18 
Cache County, Utah 

3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone 

An ordinance amendment the County Zoning Map by  

An ordinance amending the County Zoning Map by rezoning 18.71 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 June 5th, 2025 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, on July 8th, 2025, the County Council held a public hearing, 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 deny 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 Willets RU5 rezone request, an application for the property to be rezoned from the 

Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone, was denied in March of 2025. 
i. Additionally, the White Bison Acres rezone request, an application for the 

property to be rezoned from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) 
Zone was denied in August of 2024. 

B. There have been no significant changes since the denial of the two previous 
applications. 

C. The parcel currently has no road frontage. 
D. The existing turnaround providing access to the property was constructed without 

approval from the Public Works Department. The planned alignment of 4200 South will 
extend the current roadway in a straight-east west direction. As a result, it is likely that 
4200 South will be located on Parcel 11-068-0013, meaning the subject property will 
continue to lack frontage. 

i. Although the applicant obtained an access agreement from the UDOT, their 
jurisdiction ends at the property line of Parcel 11-068-0013. Past this 
property line, the County has jurisdiction. 

E. The nearest area, in the County, that is in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is located one mile 
away. 

F. The rezone is partially inconsistent with the Cache County General Plan: 
i. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an 

emphasis on agriculture related activities. The Rural 5 (RU5) Zone has fewer 
agricultural related use types than the Agricultural (A10) Zone.  

  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. 

4. Exhibits 
A. Exhibit A: Rezone summary and information 
B. Exhibit B: Zoning Map of Cache County showing affected portion. 

5. Effective date  
This ordinance takes effect on _______________________, 2025. 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.  
 



 

6. Council Vote and Final Action 

 Date: ____ /____ /________ Council Votes 

Council members In Favor Against Abstain Absent 

 Kathryn Beus     

 Dave Erickson     

Sandi Goodlander      

Nolan Gunnell     

Mark Hurd     

 Barbara Tidwell     

 Keegan Garrity     

Total:       

Final action: 
______ Adopt             ______ Reject 

 
 
Cache County Council:  Attest:  
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________  
Sandi Goodlander, Chair   Bryson Behm, County Clerk 
 
  



 

 
 

Action of the County Executive 
Regarding Ordinance 2025-18, 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone 

_____   Approve 

_____   Disapprove (A Statement of Objection is attached) 
 
 
__________________________________________________ 
David Zook, Executive  Date  
Cache County 
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 179 North Main, Suite 305  devservices@cachecounty.gov 

 Logan, Utah 84321  (435) 755-1640  

Development Services Department 

 Building   |  GIS  |  Planning & Zoning  
 

  

 

 

       Staff Report: 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone                                     5 June 2025  

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: Jed Willets Parcel ID#: 11-069-0007  

Staff Recommendation: Denial       

Type of Action: Legislative 

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council      

Location  Reviewed by Conner Smith  

Project Address:  Acres: 18.71 

4200 S. Highway 23 

Wellsville 

Current Zoning:  Proposed Zoning:                     

Agricultural (A10) Rural 5 (RU5) 

Surrounding Uses:  

North – Agricultural/Residential 

South – Agricultural  

East – Agricultural 

West – Agricultural/Residential 

         

        
 

Findings of Fact  

A. Request description 

1. A request to rezone 18.71 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. 
2. History: 

a. In August of 2024, this parcel went through the rezone application process to go from 

the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone. On 1 August 2024, the Planning 

Commission unanimously recommended denial to the County Council and on 27 August 

2024 the County Council unanimously voted for denial. 
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i. There were a multitude of public comments against the rezone, citing issues with 

density, water rights, increases in traffic, and impacts to the agricultural character 

of the surrounding area.  
ii. Wellsville City made a comment stating they were against this rezone. 

b. In February and March of 2025, this parcel went through the rezone application process 

to go from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. On 6 February 2025, 

the Planning Commission unanimously recommended denial to the County Council and 

on 25 March 2025 the County Council unanimously voted for denial. 
i. There were a multitude of public comments against the rezone, citing issues with 

density, water rights, increases in traffic, and impacts to the agricultural character 

of the surrounding area. 
ii. Wellsville City made a comment stating that they weren’t against the rezone but 

strongly desire road connectivity between the future 4200 South and the existing 

4100 South. 
c. The applicant has submitted this third application because they believe that they have 

provided enough new/updated information to qualify as a significant update. 
3.  Should the rezone request be approved, the maximum number of potential lots will be three.    
4. This rezone may allow the parcel to establish uses permitted in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. A rezone 

request is general in nature and is not tied to any proposed use. Any impacts related to permitted 

and conditional uses allowed within Rural 5 (RU5) Zone will be addressed as part of each 

respective approval process required prior to site development activities.  
5. 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.  
a. Land Use Context: 

i. Parcel status: The property does not match the configuration it had on August 8, 

2006 as boundary line adjustments and the splitting of a non-contagious portion 

of the parcel was done. However, the property is still legal.  
ii. Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A) 
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i. Schedule of Zoning Uses: The Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is more restrictive than the 

Agricultural (A10) Zone. The following uses are ones that are permitted, with the use 

of a zoning clearance or CUP, in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone: 

 Single Family Dwelling 

 Accessory Apartment 

 Accessory/Agricultural Structures 

 Home Based Business 
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 Seasonal Cabin 

 Residential Living Facilities 

 Home Based Kennel 

 Bed and Breakfast Inn 

 Religious Meeting House 

 Utility Facility, Distribution 

 Farm Stand 

 Board Facility 

 Site Grading 

ii. Adjacent Uses: The properties adjacent to the subject parcel to the east and south are 

primarily used for agricultural purposes while the properties to the north and west are 

used for agricultural and residential purposes. The nearest parcel, in the county, in the 

Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is located a mile to the northwest of the subject parcel. 

iii. Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Wellsville City future 

annexation area.  

 
 The Wellsville General Plan Map, an appendix to the  Wellsville City 

General Plan, marks this location as “Farmland Residential Cluster – 5ac”. 

B. Ordinance—§12.02.010, §17.02.060; §17.08.030 [E] 

6. 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.  

7. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Rural 5 

(RU5) Zone but does contain general guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use 

Ordinance §17.08.030 [E] identifies the purpose of the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone and includes the 

following:  
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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 Cache countywide comprehensive plan, including those 

regarding improved roadways, density based residential standards, clustering, moderate 

income housing and municipality 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.” 

8. Chapter 4: Future Land Use Plan of the Cache County General Plan states: 

a. “The use of land is one of the most important and fundamental values for landowners, 

residents, civic leaders, and elected officials. This determines, in large measure, the future 

of Cache County. The Future Land Use Map represents the County’s collective vision of 

our desired future. It conveys the patterns and priorities of economic development and 

community character, the locations of neighborhoods and industries, and the preservation 

of natural, agricultural, and rural landscapes.” 

b. “The Future Land Use Plan is advisory and does not change the existing zoning of any 

property or the ability of landowners to continue existing legal uses consistent with the 

existing zoning or nonconforming uses. It serves as a starting point for conversations 

about regional initiatives and development proposals by illustrating how sometimes 

separate and uncoordinated activities can help or harm our desired future. The timing of 

future development will depend on a number of factors including choices made by 

individual landowners, aspirations of the community, and future availability of facilities 

and services.” 

9. The future land use map (Attachment B) adopted as part of the Cache County General Plan 

identifies the area where the subject property is located as “Agriculture and Ranching.” Cache 

County General Plan, Chapter 4, Page 26. This section states: 

a. Location: Private agriculture landscapes in the Cache Valley outside of municipalities. 

b. Example Areas: Most of the valley. 

c. Purpose and Character: Agricultural and rangeland uses on private lands under 

conservation easements (no public access) are expected to continue in the Valley. 

Separation from dense residential developments is advantageous. The agricultural 

landscape provides separation between adjacent municipalities and protects suitable 

soils. 

d. Preferred Land Uses: Agriculture, ranching, rural residential uses at densities of less than 

one unit per 10 acres, Conservation Easements (CEs) and conserved public lands, 

Agritourism. 

e. Secondary Land Uses: Industrial and Commercial uses directly supportive of agriculture 

(Processing, Packaging, Distribution), clustered subdivision developments, outdoor 

recreation, farm worker housing. 

f. Discouraged Uses: Residential developments at densities of greater than one unit per 10 

acres if not in a clustered subdivision development, commercial office, commercial retail, 

flex office/industrial, heavy industrial.  

10. The future land use map (Attachment B) adopted as part of the Cache County General Plan 

identifies the area where the subject property is located as “Urban Expansion Overlay.” Cache 

County General Plan, Chapter 4, Page 29. This section states: 
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a. Location: Adjacent to city/town limits within municipal annexation policy areas, where 

future development could be accommodated with urban-level services. As communities 

may provide additional information, these reference areas may be updated on the Future 

Land Use Map without an adopted amendment to reflect the probable expansion of 

services within a 10 to 20 year timeframe.  

b. Example Areas: Unincorporated enclaves between or within cities. 

c. Purpose and Character: To provide for unified municipal growth that aligns with the 

municipal land use plan in an approved annexation policy area with an approved County 

Intergovernmental Agreement. If developed, these areas would need to be annexed into 

the neighboring community which would facilitate service provision. The following 

criteria must be met for these areas 

i. Accommodate 20-year growth projections 

ii. Plan for urban-level densities, intensities 

iii. Meet urban design standards 

iv. Connect with water and sewer providers, and urban streets 

v. Urban services provided by the County are minimized 

d. Preferred Land Uses: Annexations within these areas should strive to accomplish the 

densities, intensities, and street patterns contained where urban-level infrastructure is 

available. Affordable housing options are also appropriate in this area.  

e. Secondary Land Uses: Civic (meeting spaces), residential support uses (e.g. parks, 

medical, schools, fire and police stations). 

f. Discouraged Uses: Uses that are not consistent with the municipal general plan or 

existing county zoning.  

11. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the Rural 5 (RU5) 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 

12. §12.02.010 adopts the Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual) for 

roadway improvement requirements. 

13. §16.02.010 Standards and Lot Size – All subdivisions must meet the minimum lot and 

development standards as outlined in each base zone of the Cache County Zoning Ordinance and 

within this title.  

14. Table §17.10.040 Site Development Standards – Minimum lot frontage required in the Rural 5 

(RU5) Zone is 90 feet. 

15. §17.07.040 General Definitions – Lot/Parcel Frontage: that portion of a development site that abuts 

a public or private roadway. For the purposes of determining setback requirements on corner lots, 

all sides of a lot adjacent to a roadway shall be considered frontage  

16. §16.04.040 [A] Roads – All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12 

of the County Code. 

17. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards – Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the 

current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual). 

18. The Road Manual specifies the following: 

a. §2.1 Roadway Functional Classification – Minor Arterial (A): Minor arterial roads link 

cities, larger towns, and other large traffic generators and are capable of facilitating travel 

over long distances. These routes have relatively high travel speeds and minimal 

interferences to the through movement of traffic. 

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

a. The subject property has no road frontage. 
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b. An analysis of the nearest road, SR-23, is below.    

20. SR-23 – Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) Road: 

a. West of the subject parcel, SR-23 is an existing UDOT facility classified as Minor Arterial. 

b. Minor Arterials in rural areas are typically designed to provide relatively high overall travel 

speeds with minimum interference to through movement. 

c. Does provide access to multiple dwellings and agricultural uses, but is primarily the main 

connection between Mendon and Wellsville to access SR-30 and Highway 89/91. 

d. This section of SR-23 is classified per UDOT as an Access Category 4, which has a 

minimum driveway spacing of 500 feet and minimum street spacing of 660 feet. 

e. Access for SR-23 must be approved by UDOT. 

i. UDOT has stated that the applicant can apply for a permit that would grant an access 

for up to ten homes. 

ii. UDOT’s jurisdiction ends at the property line of parcel 11-068-0013, currently 

owned by James Kyle and Marci Larsen. 

1. The construction of the roundabout on Parcels 11-068-0013 and 11-069-

0007 was completed without approval from the Public Works Department 

and is non-compliant as the area lies within the County’s jurisdiction. 

f. Frontage for buildable lots in the County requires a minimum of 90 feet on a public or 

private road. The proposed road to access the proposed development will need to meet 

County Standards and roadway layout. See Road Manual Section 2.5. Cache County draft 

Transportation Master Plan show a Public Road at 4200 South that connects to Center Street 

in Wellsville.  

D. Service Provisions:   

21. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control – The County Fire District had no comments in regards to this 

application.  

22. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal – Applicant must work with Waste Management for solid 

waste disposal.  

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

23. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 23 May 2025. 

24. Notices were posted in three public places on 23 May 2025. 

25. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet on 23 May 2025.   

26. The meeting agenda was posted to the County website on 23 May 2025. 

27. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the 

Development Services Office. 

Conclusion  

The 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres rezone, a request to rezone 18.71 acres from the Agricultural (A10) 

Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone has been reviewed in conformance with Title 17 of the Cache County 

Land Use Ordinance and the County Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards.  

Based on the findings and facts noted herein, the 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag rezone is hereby 

recommend for denial to the County Council as follows: 

1. The Willets RU5 rezone request, an application for the property to be rezoned from the Agricultural 

(A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone, was denied in March of 2025. 
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a. Additionally, the White Bison Acres rezone request, an application for the property to be 

rezoned from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone, was denied in August 

of 2024. 

2. There have been no significant changes since the denial of the two previous applications. 

3. The parcel currently has no road frontage.  

4. The existing turnaround providing access to the property was constructed without approval from the 

Public Works Department. The planned alignment of 4200 South will extent the current roadway in 

a straight east-west direction. As a result, it is likely that 4200 South will be located on Parcel 11-

068-0013, meaning the subject property will continue to lack frontage.  

a. Although the applicant obtained an access agreement from the UDOT, their jurisdiction ends 

at the property line of parcel 11-068-0013. Past this property line, the County has jurisdiction. 

5. The nearest area, in the County, that is in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is located one mile away.  

6. The rezone is partially inconsistent with the Cache County General Plan: 

a. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an emphasis on 

agriculture related activities. The Rural 5 (RU5) Zone has fewer agricultural related use types 

than the Agricultural (A10) Zone. 
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Future Annexation Areas
Proposed Rezone
Municipal Boundaries

County Zoning
Zone Type

Mineral Extraction and Excavation Overlay (ME)
Public Infrastructure Overlay (PI)

Layer
A10: Agriculture 10 acres
C: Commercial
FR40: Forest Recreaction 40 acres
I: Industrial
RR: Resort Recreation
RU2: Rural 2 Zoning District
RU5: Rural 5 Zoning District  1/14/2025I

Legend

Proposed Rezone

Municipal Boundaries

Subdivisions

Parcels

Winter Maintenance

County Roads

Highways

With a Home: 3.2 Acres (4 Parcels)
Without a Home: 12.9 Acres (19 Parcels)
With a Home: 2.2 Acres (12 Parcels)
Without a Home: 11.7 Acres (40 Parcels)
With a Home: 4.5 Acres (37 Parcels)
With a Home in Wellsville City: 1.4 Acres (15 Parcels)
Without a Home: 13.4 Acres (71 Parcels)
Without a Home in Wellsville City: 4.4 Acres (5 Parcels)

Average Parcel Size
Adjacent
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Conner Smith <conner.smith@cachecounty.gov>

Opposition to Zoning Change - Easement Issue
sbetts317@gmail.com <sbetts317@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 5, 2025 at 2:46 PM
To: conner.smith@cachecounty.gov

To Whom It May Concern,

 

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed zoning change for the property located at 4200 S. Highway 23, near
Wellsville.

 

The easement I purchased as part of a settlement agreement runs through this property.   My easement was moved
without my knowledge or consent. I have made several efforts to resolve this matter without litigation, but unfortunately,
those efforts have failed.

 

I am reengaging my attorney, Jason Yancy, to proceed with legal action to resolve the easement issue through the courts.
By approving this zoning change, you may inadvertently involve third parties in this litigation, individuals who had no part
in creating this problem.

 

I urge you to consider the legal complications this action could trigger before moving forward.

 

 

Sincerely,

Sean Betts
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BEGINNING AT A POINT LOCATED NORTH 89° 27' 35" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 1082.98 
FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE SECTION 27 AND NORTH 26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE 
OF 142.53 FEET AND SOUTH 89° 30' 42" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 209.00 FEET, AND NORTH 
26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 4.00 FEET; FROM THE SOUTH QUARTER CORNER OF 
SECTION 27; THENCE, NORTH 26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 205.87 FEET; TO THE 
SOUTH LINE OF THE WELLSVILLE RISING SUBDIVISION; THENCE FOLLOWING 
THE SOUTH AND EAST LINES OF SAID WELLSVILLE RISING SUBDIVISION THE 
FOLLOWING FOUR (4) 
COURSES: 
(1) SOUTH 89° 27' 56" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 1667.47 FEET; 
(2) NORTH 30° 18' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 8.03 FEET; 
(3) NORTH 35° 34' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 321.20 FEET; 
(4) NORTH 38° 19' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 172.40 FEET; 
THENCE, NORTH 36° 42' 04" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 82.96 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 16° 43' 
04" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 160.69 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 29° 04' 15" WEST, A DISTANCE 
OF 65.10 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 25° 03' 41" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 99.73 FEET; THENCE, 
NORTH 27° 53' 14" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 63.18 FEET; THENCE, SOUTH 89° 42' 07" EAST, 
A DISTANCE OF 659.67 FEET (EAST 665.4 FEET, BY RECORD) TO THE WEST LINE OF THE 
OREGON SHORT LINE RAILROAD; THENCE ALONG SAID WEST LINE SOUTH 25° 09' 52" 
EAST, A DISTANCE OF 593.44 FEET (SOUTH 25°30' EAST 597 FEET, BY RECORD); 
THENCE, NORTH 89° 42' 07" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 237.00 FEET (NORTH 89°31' WEST 
237 FEET, BY RECORD); THENCE, SOUTH 25° 09' 52" EAST (SOUTH 25°15' EAST, BY 
RECORD), A DISTANCE OF 523.29 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89° 30' 45" WEST A DISTANCE 
OF 1977.14 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONT 18.71 AC (CCR) 
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BEGINNING AT A POINT LOCATED NORTH 89° 27' 35" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 1082.98 
FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE SECTION 27 AND NORTH 26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE 
OF 142.53 FEET AND SOUTH 89° 30' 42" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 209.00 FEET, AND NORTH 
26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 4.00 FEET; FROM THE SOUTH QUARTER CORNER OF 
SECTION 27; THENCE, NORTH 26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 205.87 FEET; TO THE 
SOUTH LINE OF THE WELLSVILLE RISING SUBDIVISION; THENCE FOLLOWING 
THE SOUTH AND EAST LINES OF SAID WELLSVILLE RISING SUBDIVISION THE 
FOLLOWING FOUR (4) 
COURSES: 
(1) SOUTH 89° 27' 56" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 1667.47 FEET; 
(2) NORTH 30° 18' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 8.03 FEET; 
(3) NORTH 35° 34' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 321.20 FEET; 
(4) NORTH 38° 19' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 172.40 FEET; 
THENCE, NORTH 36° 42' 04" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 82.96 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 16° 43' 
04" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 160.69 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 29° 04' 15" WEST, A DISTANCE 
OF 65.10 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 25° 03' 41" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 99.73 FEET; THENCE, 
NORTH 27° 53' 14" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 63.18 FEET; THENCE, SOUTH 89° 42' 07" EAST, 
A DISTANCE OF 659.67 FEET (EAST 665.4 FEET, BY RECORD) TO THE WEST LINE OF THE 
OREGON SHORT LINE RAILROAD; THENCE ALONG SAID WEST LINE SOUTH 25° 09' 52" 
EAST, A DISTANCE OF 593.44 FEET (SOUTH 25°30' EAST 597 FEET, BY RECORD); 
THENCE, NORTH 89° 42' 07" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 237.00 FEET (NORTH 89°31' WEST 
237 FEET, BY RECORD); THENCE, SOUTH 25° 09' 52" EAST (SOUTH 25°15' EAST, BY 
RECORD), A DISTANCE OF 523.29 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89° 30' 45" WEST A DISTANCE 
OF 1977.14 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONT 18.71 AC (CCR) 
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       Staff Report: 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag Rezone                                     5 June 2025  

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: Jed Willets Parcel ID#: 11-069-0007  

Staff Recommendation: Denial       

Type of Action: Legislative 

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council      

Location  Reviewed by Conner Smith  

Project Address:  Acres: 18.71 

4200 S. Highway 23 

Wellsville 

Current Zoning:  Proposed Zoning:                     

Agricultural (A10) Rural 5 (RU5) 

Surrounding Uses:  

North – Agricultural/Residential 

South – Agricultural  

East – Agricultural 

West – Agricultural/Residential 

         

        
 

Findings of Fact  

A. Request description 

1. A request to rezone 18.71 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. 
2. History: 

a. In August of 2024, this parcel went through the rezone application process to go from 

the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone. On 1 August 2024, the Planning 

Commission unanimously recommended denial to the County Council and on 27 August 

2024 the County Council unanimously voted for denial. 
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i. There were a multitude of public comments against the rezone, citing issues with 

density, water rights, increases in traffic, and impacts to the agricultural character 

of the surrounding area.  
ii. Wellsville City made a comment stating they were against this rezone. 

b. In February and March of 2025, this parcel went through the rezone application process 

to go from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. On 6 February 2025, 

the Planning Commission unanimously recommended denial to the County Council and 

on 25 March 2025 the County Council unanimously voted for denial. 
i. There were a multitude of public comments against the rezone, citing issues with 

density, water rights, increases in traffic, and impacts to the agricultural character 

of the surrounding area. 
ii. Wellsville City made a comment stating that they weren’t against the rezone but 

strongly desire road connectivity between the future 4200 South and the existing 

4100 South. 
c. The applicant has submitted this third application because they believe that they have 

provided enough new/updated information to qualify as a significant update. 
3.  Should the rezone request be approved, the maximum number of potential lots will be three.    
4. This rezone may allow the parcel to establish uses permitted in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone. A rezone 

request is general in nature and is not tied to any proposed use. Any impacts related to permitted 

and conditional uses allowed within Rural 5 (RU5) Zone will be addressed as part of each 

respective approval process required prior to site development activities.  
5. 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.  
a. Land Use Context: 

i. Parcel status: The property does not match the configuration it had on August 8, 

2006 as boundary line adjustments and the splitting of a non-contagious portion 

of the parcel was done. However, the property is still legal.  
ii. Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A) 
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i. Schedule of Zoning Uses: The Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is more restrictive than the 

Agricultural (A10) Zone. The following uses are ones that are permitted, with the use 

of a zoning clearance or CUP, in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone: 

 Single Family Dwelling 

 Accessory Apartment 

 Accessory/Agricultural Structures 

 Home Based Business 
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 Seasonal Cabin 

 Residential Living Facilities 

 Home Based Kennel 

 Bed and Breakfast Inn 

 Religious Meeting House 

 Utility Facility, Distribution 

 Farm Stand 

 Board Facility 

 Site Grading 

ii. Adjacent Uses: The properties adjacent to the subject parcel to the east and south are 

primarily used for agricultural purposes while the properties to the north and west are 

used for agricultural and residential purposes. The nearest parcel, in the county, in the 

Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is located a mile to the northwest of the subject parcel. 

iii. Annexation Areas: The subject property is located within the Wellsville City future 

annexation area.  

 
 The Wellsville General Plan Map, an appendix to the  Wellsville City 

General Plan, marks this location as “Farmland Residential Cluster – 5ac”. 

B. Ordinance—§12.02.010, §17.02.060; §17.08.030 [E] 

6. 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.  

7. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Rural 5 

(RU5) Zone but does contain general guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use 

Ordinance §17.08.030 [E] identifies the purpose of the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone and includes the 

following:  
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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 Cache countywide comprehensive plan, including those 

regarding improved roadways, density based residential standards, clustering, moderate 

income housing and municipality 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.” 

8. Chapter 4: Future Land Use Plan of the Cache County General Plan states: 

a. “The use of land is one of the most important and fundamental values for landowners, 

residents, civic leaders, and elected officials. This determines, in large measure, the future 

of Cache County. The Future Land Use Map represents the County’s collective vision of 

our desired future. It conveys the patterns and priorities of economic development and 

community character, the locations of neighborhoods and industries, and the preservation 

of natural, agricultural, and rural landscapes.” 

b. “The Future Land Use Plan is advisory and does not change the existing zoning of any 

property or the ability of landowners to continue existing legal uses consistent with the 

existing zoning or nonconforming uses. It serves as a starting point for conversations 

about regional initiatives and development proposals by illustrating how sometimes 

separate and uncoordinated activities can help or harm our desired future. The timing of 

future development will depend on a number of factors including choices made by 

individual landowners, aspirations of the community, and future availability of facilities 

and services.” 

9. The future land use map (Attachment B) adopted as part of the Cache County General Plan 

identifies the area where the subject property is located as “Agriculture and Ranching.” Cache 

County General Plan, Chapter 4, Page 26. This section states: 

a. Location: Private agriculture landscapes in the Cache Valley outside of municipalities. 

b. Example Areas: Most of the valley. 

c. Purpose and Character: Agricultural and rangeland uses on private lands under 

conservation easements (no public access) are expected to continue in the Valley. 

Separation from dense residential developments is advantageous. The agricultural 

landscape provides separation between adjacent municipalities and protects suitable 

soils. 

d. Preferred Land Uses: Agriculture, ranching, rural residential uses at densities of less than 

one unit per 10 acres, Conservation Easements (CEs) and conserved public lands, 

Agritourism. 

e. Secondary Land Uses: Industrial and Commercial uses directly supportive of agriculture 

(Processing, Packaging, Distribution), clustered subdivision developments, outdoor 

recreation, farm worker housing. 

f. Discouraged Uses: Residential developments at densities of greater than one unit per 10 

acres if not in a clustered subdivision development, commercial office, commercial retail, 

flex office/industrial, heavy industrial.  

10. The future land use map (Attachment B) adopted as part of the Cache County General Plan 

identifies the area where the subject property is located as “Urban Expansion Overlay.” Cache 

County General Plan, Chapter 4, Page 29. This section states: 
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a. Location: Adjacent to city/town limits within municipal annexation policy areas, where 

future development could be accommodated with urban-level services. As communities 

may provide additional information, these reference areas may be updated on the Future 

Land Use Map without an adopted amendment to reflect the probable expansion of 

services within a 10 to 20 year timeframe.  

b. Example Areas: Unincorporated enclaves between or within cities. 

c. Purpose and Character: To provide for unified municipal growth that aligns with the 

municipal land use plan in an approved annexation policy area with an approved County 

Intergovernmental Agreement. If developed, these areas would need to be annexed into 

the neighboring community which would facilitate service provision. The following 

criteria must be met for these areas 

i. Accommodate 20-year growth projections 

ii. Plan for urban-level densities, intensities 

iii. Meet urban design standards 

iv. Connect with water and sewer providers, and urban streets 

v. Urban services provided by the County are minimized 

d. Preferred Land Uses: Annexations within these areas should strive to accomplish the 

densities, intensities, and street patterns contained where urban-level infrastructure is 

available. Affordable housing options are also appropriate in this area.  

e. Secondary Land Uses: Civic (meeting spaces), residential support uses (e.g. parks, 

medical, schools, fire and police stations). 

f. Discouraged Uses: Uses that are not consistent with the municipal general plan or 

existing county zoning.  

11. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the Rural 5 (RU5) 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 

12. §12.02.010 adopts the Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual) for 

roadway improvement requirements. 

13. §16.02.010 Standards and Lot Size – All subdivisions must meet the minimum lot and 

development standards as outlined in each base zone of the Cache County Zoning Ordinance and 

within this title.  

14. Table §17.10.040 Site Development Standards – Minimum lot frontage required in the Rural 5 

(RU5) Zone is 90 feet. 

15. §17.07.040 General Definitions – Lot/Parcel Frontage: that portion of a development site that abuts 

a public or private roadway. For the purposes of determining setback requirements on corner lots, 

all sides of a lot adjacent to a roadway shall be considered frontage  

16. §16.04.040 [A] Roads – All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12 

of the County Code. 

17. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards – Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the 

current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual). 

18. The Road Manual specifies the following: 

a. §2.1 Roadway Functional Classification – Minor Arterial (A): Minor arterial roads link 

cities, larger towns, and other large traffic generators and are capable of facilitating travel 

over long distances. These routes have relatively high travel speeds and minimal 

interferences to the through movement of traffic. 

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

a. The subject property has no road frontage. 
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b. An analysis of the nearest road, SR-23, is below.    

20. SR-23 – Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) Road: 

a. West of the subject parcel, SR-23 is an existing UDOT facility classified as Minor Arterial. 

b. Minor Arterials in rural areas are typically designed to provide relatively high overall travel 

speeds with minimum interference to through movement. 

c. Does provide access to multiple dwellings and agricultural uses, but is primarily the main 

connection between Mendon and Wellsville to access SR-30 and Highway 89/91. 

d. This section of SR-23 is classified per UDOT as an Access Category 4, which has a 

minimum driveway spacing of 500 feet and minimum street spacing of 660 feet. 

e. Access for SR-23 must be approved by UDOT. 

i. UDOT has stated that the applicant can apply for a permit that would grant an access 

for up to ten homes. 

ii. UDOT’s jurisdiction ends at the property line of parcel 11-068-0013, currently 

owned by James Kyle and Marci Larsen. 

1. The construction of the roundabout on Parcels 11-068-0013 and 11-069-

0007 was completed without approval from the Public Works Department 

and is non-compliant as the area lies within the County’s jurisdiction. 

f. Frontage for buildable lots in the County requires a minimum of 90 feet on a public or 

private road. The proposed road to access the proposed development will need to meet 

County Standards and roadway layout. See Road Manual Section 2.5. Cache County draft 

Transportation Master Plan show a Public Road at 4200 South that connects to Center Street 

in Wellsville.  

D. Service Provisions:   

21. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control – The County Fire District had no comments in regards to this 

application.  

22. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal – Applicant must work with Waste Management for solid 

waste disposal.  

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

23. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 23 May 2025. 

24. Notices were posted in three public places on 23 May 2025. 

25. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet on 23 May 2025.   

26. The meeting agenda was posted to the County website on 23 May 2025. 

27. At this time, no written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the 

Development Services Office. 

Conclusion  

The 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres rezone, a request to rezone 18.71 acres from the Agricultural (A10) 

Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone has been reviewed in conformance with Title 17 of the Cache County 

Land Use Ordinance and the County Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards.  

Based on the findings and facts noted herein, the 3 Clustered Homes 15 Acres Ag rezone is hereby 

recommend for denial to the County Council as follows: 

1. The Willets RU5 rezone request, an application for the property to be rezoned from the Agricultural 

(A10) Zone to the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone, was denied in March of 2025. 
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a. Additionally, the White Bison Acres rezone request, an application for the property to be 

rezoned from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Rural 2 (RU2) Zone, was denied in August 

of 2024. 

2. There have been no significant changes since the denial of the two previous applications. 

3. The parcel currently has no road frontage.  

4. The existing turnaround providing access to the property was constructed without approval from the 

Public Works Department. The planned alignment of 4200 South will extent the current roadway in 

a straight east-west direction. As a result, it is likely that 4200 South will be located on Parcel 11-

068-0013, meaning the subject property will continue to lack frontage.  

a. Although the applicant obtained an access agreement from the UDOT, their jurisdiction ends 

at the property line of parcel 11-068-0013. Past this property line, the County has jurisdiction. 

5. The nearest area, in the County, that is in the Rural 5 (RU5) Zone is located one mile away.  

6. The rezone is partially inconsistent with the Cache County General Plan: 

a. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an emphasis on 

agriculture related activities. The Rural 5 (RU5) Zone has fewer agricultural related use types 

than the Agricultural (A10) Zone. 
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Future Annexation Areas
Proposed Rezone
Municipal Boundaries

County Zoning
Zone Type

Mineral Extraction and Excavation Overlay (ME)
Public Infrastructure Overlay (PI)

Layer
A10: Agriculture 10 acres
C: Commercial
FR40: Forest Recreaction 40 acres
I: Industrial
RR: Resort Recreation
RU2: Rural 2 Zoning District
RU5: Rural 5 Zoning District  1/14/2025I

Legend

Proposed Rezone

Municipal Boundaries

Subdivisions

Parcels

Winter Maintenance

County Roads

Highways

With a Home: 3.2 Acres (4 Parcels)
Without a Home: 12.9 Acres (19 Parcels)
With a Home: 2.2 Acres (12 Parcels)
Without a Home: 11.7 Acres (40 Parcels)
With a Home: 4.5 Acres (37 Parcels)
With a Home in Wellsville City: 1.4 Acres (15 Parcels)
Without a Home: 13.4 Acres (71 Parcels)
Without a Home in Wellsville City: 4.4 Acres (5 Parcels)

Average Parcel Size
Adjacent
Parcels
1/4 Mile
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Buffer
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Conner Smith <conner.smith@cachecounty.gov>

Opposition to Zoning Change - Easement Issue
sbetts317@gmail.com <sbetts317@gmail.com> Thu, Jun 5, 2025 at 2:46 PM
To: conner.smith@cachecounty.gov

To Whom It May Concern,

 

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed zoning change for the property located at 4200 S. Highway 23, near
Wellsville.

 

The easement I purchased as part of a settlement agreement runs through this property.   My easement was moved
without my knowledge or consent. I have made several efforts to resolve this matter without litigation, but unfortunately,
those efforts have failed.

 

I am reengaging my attorney, Jason Yancy, to proceed with legal action to resolve the easement issue through the courts.
By approving this zoning change, you may inadvertently involve third parties in this litigation, individuals who had no part
in creating this problem.

 

I urge you to consider the legal complications this action could trigger before moving forward.

 

 

Sincerely,

Sean Betts
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11-069-0007 

 
BEGINNING AT A POINT LOCATED NORTH 89° 27' 35" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 1082.98 
FEET ALONG THE SOUTH LINE SECTION 27 AND NORTH 26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE 
OF 142.53 FEET AND SOUTH 89° 30' 42" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 209.00 FEET, AND NORTH 
26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 4.00 FEET; FROM THE SOUTH QUARTER CORNER OF 
SECTION 27; THENCE, NORTH 26° 09' 11" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 205.87 FEET; TO THE 
SOUTH LINE OF THE WELLSVILLE RISING SUBDIVISION; THENCE FOLLOWING 
THE SOUTH AND EAST LINES OF SAID WELLSVILLE RISING SUBDIVISION THE 
FOLLOWING FOUR (4) 
COURSES: 
(1) SOUTH 89° 27' 56" EAST, A DISTANCE OF 1667.47 FEET; 
(2) NORTH 30° 18' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 8.03 FEET; 
(3) NORTH 35° 34' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 321.20 FEET; 
(4) NORTH 38° 19' 56" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 172.40 FEET; 
THENCE, NORTH 36° 42' 04" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 82.96 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 16° 43' 
04" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 160.69 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 29° 04' 15" WEST, A DISTANCE 
OF 65.10 FEET; THENCE, NORTH 25° 03' 41" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 99.73 FEET; THENCE, 
NORTH 27° 53' 14" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 63.18 FEET; THENCE, SOUTH 89° 42' 07" EAST, 
A DISTANCE OF 659.67 FEET (EAST 665.4 FEET, BY RECORD) TO THE WEST LINE OF THE 
OREGON SHORT LINE RAILROAD; THENCE ALONG SAID WEST LINE SOUTH 25° 09' 52" 
EAST, A DISTANCE OF 593.44 FEET (SOUTH 25°30' EAST 597 FEET, BY RECORD); 
THENCE, NORTH 89° 42' 07" WEST, A DISTANCE OF 237.00 FEET (NORTH 89°31' WEST 
237 FEET, BY RECORD); THENCE, SOUTH 25° 09' 52" EAST (SOUTH 25°15' EAST, BY 
RECORD), A DISTANCE OF 523.29 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89° 30' 45" WEST A DISTANCE 
OF 1977.14 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. CONT 18.71 AC (CCR) 
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Ordinance No. 2025-19 
Cache County, Utah 

Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit Rezone 

An ordinance amendment the County Zoning Map by  

An ordinance amending the County Zoning Map by rezoning 160.00 acres from the  
Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral Extraction and 

Excavation (ME) Overlay. 
 

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 June 5th, 2025 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, on July 8th, 2025, the County Council held a public hearing, 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 nearest area, in the County, that is in the Industrial (I) Zone is located 1.5 miles to 

the north-west while the nearest parcel with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation 
(ME) Overlay is located 0.85 miles to the south. 

B. The subject property is not consistent with the Industrial (I) Zone or the Mineral 
Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay: 

i. Industrial (I) Zone 
i. “To provide locations where manufacturing, processing, 

warehousing, and fabrication of goods and material can be carried 
on with minimum conflict or deleterious effect upon the surrounding 
properties. The purpose of this zone is also to promote the economic 
well being of the citizens and to broaden the tax base.” 

ii. “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.” 

ii. Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay: 
i. “The purpose of this zone is to establish locations and to protect the 

commercial mineral extraction and excavation industry while 
protecting the environment and county citizens. This zone is to 
assure that the operations of such sites do not impact adjoining uses 
and are not encroached upon by surrounding noncompatible land 
uses within Cache County.” 

ii. “This zone and provisions thereof are deemed necessary in the public 
interest to affect practices which will, for the economical use of vital 
materials necessary for our economy, give due consideration to the 
present and future use of land in the interest of promoting the public 
health, safety, and general welfare of the residents of Cache County.” 

C. The rezone is not consistent with the Cache County General Plan: 
i. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an 

emphasis on agriculture related uses and discourages flex office industrial 
and heavy industrial uses. 

D. It is likely that a mineral extraction operation, in this case a gravel pit, will impact Crow 
Mountain which can be seen as a significant natural heritage site. 

  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. 

4. Exhibits 
A. Exhibit A: Rezone summary and information 
B. Exhibit B: Zoning Map of Cache County showing affected portion. 

5. Effective date  
This ordinance takes effect on _______________________, 2025. 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.  
 



 

6. Council Vote and Final Action 

 Date: ____ /____ /________ Council Votes 

Council members In Favor Against Abstain Absent 

 Kathryn Beus     

 Dave Erickson     

Sandi Goodlander      

Nolan Gunnell     

Mark Hurd     

 Barbara Tidwell     

 Keegan Garrity     

Total:       

Final action: 
______ Adopt             ______ Reject 

 
 
Cache County Council:  Attest:  
 
 
______________________________  ______________________________  
Sandi Goodlander, Chair   Bryson Behm, County Clerk 
 
  



 

 
 

Action of the County Executive 
Regarding Ordinance 2025-19, Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit Rezone 

_____   Approve 

_____   Disapprove (A Statement of Objection is attached) 
 
 
__________________________________________________ 
David Zook, Executive  Date  
Cache County 
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       Staff Report: Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit Rezone                             1 May 2025  

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: E. Hal Christensen Parcel ID#: 08-017-0008 

Staff Recommendation: None       

Type of Action: Legislative 

Land Use Authority: Cache County Council      

Location  Reviewed by Conner Smith  

Project Address:  Acres: 160.00 

8300 N. Highway 91, 

Near Richmond 

Current Zoning:  Proposed Zoning:                     

Agricultural (A10) Industrial (I), Mineral 

Extraction (ME) 

Overlay 

Surrounding Uses:  

North – Agricultural 

South – Agricultural/Residential  

East – Agricultural 

West – Residential 

         

        
 

Findings of Fact  

A. Request description 

1. A request to rezone 160.00 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone 

with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. 
2. History: 

a. In February 2025, this parcel went through the rezone application process to rezone 

286.91 acres from the Agricultural (A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral 

Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. On February 6th, 2025, the Planning 
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Commission recommended denial to the County Council and on March 11th, 2025 the 

County Council denied the rezone request.  
i. The difference between the original rezone and this rezone request is that the 

applicant originally requested to rezone 286.91 acres whereas this application is 

a request to rezone 160 acres. 
ii. Numerous written public comments were received with further comments being 

made during the public hearings. The primary concern of comments that were 

against the rezone were related to water as there are numerous springs on the then 

subject properties. Secondary concerns included pollution, noise, dust, and 

impacts to the aesthetic beauty of the local area. There were several comments 

that were not opposed to the gravel pit but still expressed concern with water, 

access, and the Industrial (I) Zone being a part of the rezone request.  
3. This rezone may allow the parcel to establish uses permitted in the Industrial (I) Zone and 

Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay. A rezone request is general in nature and is 

not tied to any proposed use. Any impacts related to permitted and conditional uses allowed 

within the Industrial (I) Zone and Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay will be 

addressed as part of each respective approval process required prior to site development 

activities.  
4. 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.  
a. Land Use Context: 

i. Parcel status: The property matches the configuration it had on August 8, 2006 

and are legal.  
ii. Average Lot Size: (See Attachment A) 
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i. Schedule of Zoning Uses: The Industrial (I) Zone and Mineral Extraction and 

Excavation (ME) Overlay allow for a variety of uses with the approval of a zoning 

clearance and/or conditional use permit. These uses include the following uses, that are 

not permitted in the current Agricultural (A10) Zone: 

 Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay 

i. Mineral Extraction 

ii. Topsoil Extraction 
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 Industrial (I) Zone: 

i. Caretaker’s Residence 

ii. General Manufacturing 

iii. Commercial Kennel/Animal Shelter 

iv. Storage and Warehousing 

v. Self Service Storage Facility 

vi. Transport Services 

vii. General Vehicle Repair 

viii. Mobile Food Truck 

ix. Sexually Oriented Business 

x. Telecommunication Facility, Major 

ii. Adjacent Uses: The properties adjacent to the subject parcel to the north and east are 

primarily used for agricultural purposes, properties to the west are primarily residential, 

and properties to the south are a mix of residential and agricultural. The nearest parcel, 

in the county, in the Industrial (I) Zone is located 1.5 miles to the north-west while the 

nearest parcel with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay is located 

0.85 miles to the south. 

iii. Annexation Areas: The subject property is not located in any future annexation area.  

 

B. Ordinance—§12.02.010, §17.02.060; §17.08.030 [E] 

5. 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.  

6. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Industrial 

(I) Zone but does contain general guidelines for its implementation. County Land Use Ordinance 

§17.08.030 [E] identifies the purpose of the Industrial (I) Zone and includes the following: 

a. “To provide locations where manufacturing, processing, warehousing, and fabrication of 

goods and material can be carried on with minimum conflict or deleterious effect upon 
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the surrounding properties. The purpose of this zone is also to promote the economic well 

being of the citizens and broaden the tax base.” 

b. “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.” 

7. The current County Land Use Ordinance does not specify appropriate locations for the Mineral 

Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay but does contain general guidelines for its 

implementation. County Land Use Ordinance §17.08.030 [E] identifies the purpose of the 

Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay and includes the following:  

a. “The purpose of this zone is to establish locations and to protect the commercial mineral 

extraction and excavation industry while protecting the environment and county citizens. 

This zone is to assure that the operations of such sites do not impact adjoining uses and 

are not encroached upon by surrounding noncompatible land uses within Cache County.” 

b. “This zone and provisions thereof are deemed necessary in the public interest to affect 

practices which will, for the economical use of vital materials necessary for our economy, 

give due consideration to the present and future use of land in the interest of promoting 

the public health, safety, and general welfare of the residents of Cache County.” 

8. Chapter 4: Future Land Use Plan of the Cache County General Plan states: 

a. “The use of land is one of the most important and fundamental values for landowners, 

residents, civic leaders, and elected officials. This determines, in large measure, the future 

of Cache County. The Future Land Use Map represents the County’s collective vision of 

our desired future. It conveys the patterns and priorities of economic development and 

community character, the locations of neighborhoods and industries, and the preservation 

of natural, agricultural, and rural landscapes.” 

b. “The Future Land Use Plan is advisory and does not change the existing zoning of any 

property or the ability of landowners to continue existing legal uses consistent with the 

existing zoning or nonconforming uses. It serves as a starting point for conversations 

about regional initiatives and development proposals by illustrating how sometimes 

separate and uncoordinated activities can help or harm our desired future. The timing of 

future development will depend on a number of factors including choices made by 

individual landowners, aspirations of the community, and future availability of facilities 

and services.” 

9. The future land use map (Attachment B) adopted as part of the Cache County General Plan 

identifies the area where the subject property is located as “Agriculture and Ranching.” Cache 

County General Plan, Chapter 4, Page 26. This section states: 

a. Location: Private agriculture landscapes in the Cache Valley outside of municipalities. 

b. Example Areas: Most of the valley. 

c. Purpose and Character: Agricultural and rangeland uses on private lands under 

conservation easements (no public access) are expected to continue in the Valley. 

Separation from dense residential developments is advantageous. The agricultural 

landscape provides separation between adjacent municipalities and protects suitable 

soils. 

d. Preferred Land Uses: Agriculture, ranching, rural residential uses at densities of less than 

one unit per 10 acres, Conservation Easements (CEs) and conserved public lands, 

Agritourism. 

e. Secondary Land Uses: Industrial and Commercial uses directly supportive of agriculture 

(Processing, Packaging, Distribution), clustered subdivision developments, outdoor 

recreation, farm worker housing. 
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f. Discouraged Uses: Residential developments at densities of greater than one unit per 10 

acres if not in a clustered subdivision development, commercial office, commercial retail, 

flex office/industrial, heavy industrial.  

10. Consideration of impacts related to uses allowed within the Industrial (I) Zone and Mineral 

Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay 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 

11. §12.02.010 adopts the Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual) for 

roadway improvement requirements. 

12. §16.02.010 Standards and Lot Size – All subdivisions must meet the minimum lot and 

development standards as outlined in each base zone of the Cache County Zoning Ordinance and 

within this title.  

13. Table §17.10.040 Site Development Standards – Minimum lot frontage required in the Industrial 

(I) Zone is 150’. 

14. §17.07.040 General Definitions – Lot/Parcel Frontage: that portion of a development site that abuts 

a public or private roadway. For the purposes of determining setback requirements on corner lots, 

all sides of a lot adjacent to a roadway shall be considered frontage  

15. §16.04.040 [A] Roads – All roads must be designed and constructed in accordance with Title 12 

of the County Code. 

16. §12.02.010 Roadway Standards – Requirements for roadway improvement are provided in the 

current Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards (Road Manual). 

17. Roadway Functional Classification: 

a. Principal Arterial: Principal Arterials in rural areas are typically designed to provide 

relatively high overall travel speeds with minimum interference to through movement.  

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

a. Currently, the subject parcel has no frontage along a City, County, or State road. Any future 

project would need to be accessed through another parcel. Per the Letter of Intent, the rezone 

is proposing to use Parcel 08-016-0034 to access US-91, the nearest road.  

i. The frontage requirement in the Industrial (I) Zone is 150’.  

b. An analysis of the nearest road, US-91, is below.    

19. US-91 – Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) Road: 

a. West of the subject parcel, US-91 is an UDOT road classified as a Principal Arterial. 

b. The road services multiple dwellings and agricultural uses but is primarily the main 

connection between Smithfield and Richmond. 

c. Is maintained by UDOT.  

d. This section of US-91 is classified per UDOT as an Access Category 4, which has a 

minimum driveway spacing of 500 feet and a minimum street spacing of 660 feet. 

e. Access to any proposed development must be approved by UDOT.    

D. Service Provisions:   

20. §16.04.080 [C] Fire Control – The County Fire District states that prior to any operations a 20-

foot all weather surface road must be in place.  

21. §16.04.080 [F] Solid Waste Disposal – Applicant must work with Waste Management for solid 

waste disposal.  

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

22. Public notice was posted online to the Utah Public Notice Website on 23 May 2025. 

23. Notices were posted in three public places on 23 May 2025. 

24. Notices were mailed to all property owners within 300 feet on 23 May 2025. 

25. The meeting agenda was posted to the County website on 23 May 2025. 
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26. At this time, one written public comment regarding this proposal has been received by the 

Development Services Office.  

Conclusion  

The Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit rezone, a request to rezone 160.00 acres from the Agricultural 

(A10) Zone to the Industrial (I) Zone with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay has 

been reviewed in conformance with Title 17 of the Cache County Land Use Ordinance and the County 

Manual of Roadway Design and Construction Standards. Staff has not made a recommendation based 

on the findings of fact indentified above and any others identified at the public hearing. Although Staff 

has not made a recommendation for approval or denial, they can help Planning Commission draft a 

recommendation to County Council. 

Planning Commission Conclusion 

Based on the findings of fact noted herein, the Funk 160 Acre Richmond Gravel Pit rezone is hereby 

recommended for denial to the County Council as follows:   

1. The nearest area, in the County, that is in the Industrial (I) Zone is located 1.5 miles to the north-

west while the nearest parcel with the Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay is 

located 0.85 miles to the south. 

2. The subject property is not consistent with the Industrial (I) Zone or the Mineral Extraction and 

Excavation (ME) Overlay: 

a. Industrial (I) Zone: 

i. “To provide locations where manufacturing, processing, warehousing, and 

fabrication of goods and material can be carried on with minimum conflict or 

deleterious effect upon the surrounding properties. The purpose of this zone is 

also to promote the economic well being of the citizens and to broaden the tax 

base.” 

ii. “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.” 

b. Mineral Extraction and Excavation (ME) Overlay: 

i. “The purpose of this zone is to establish locations and to protect the commercial 

mineral extraction and excavation industry while protecting the environment and 

county citizens. This zone is to assure that the operations of such sites do not 

impact adjoining uses and are not encroached upon by surrounding 

noncompatible land uses within Cache County.” 

ii. “This zone and provisions thereof are deemed necessary in the public interest to 

affect practices which will, for the economical use of vital materials necessary 

for our economy, give due consideration to the present and future use of land in 

the interest of promoting the public health, safety, and general welfare of the 

residents of Cache County.” 

3. The rezone is not consistent with the Cache County General Plan: 

a. This parcel is located in the “Agriculture and Ranching” area which places an emphasis 

on agriculture related uses and discourages flex office industrial and heavy industrial 

uses. 

4. It is likely that a mineral extraction operation will impact Crow Mountain which is seen as a 

significant natural heritage site. 
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Conner Smith <conner.smith@cachecounty.gov>

Comments RE Funk-Richmond Gravel Pit Property Rezone
The Riehm Team <riehmteam@protonmail.com> Thu, May 1, 2025 at 2:57 PM
To: "conner.smith@cachecounty.gov" <conner.smith@cachecounty.gov>

TO:  Cache County Planning Commission
RE:  Funk- Richmond Gravel Pit Property Rezone Application

Mr. Christensen has resubmitted an application to rezone 160 acres of Crow Mountain and surrounding land from
agricultural zoning to industrial zoning with the intent to develop a gravel pit and batch plant for concrete and
asphalt.  His application includes a letter attempting to address many of the public comments from the previous
zoning meeting.  We acknowledge his attempt to allay concerns, but remain wary of the impact a gravel pit and
batch plant will have on local groundwater and springs, traffic on this section of Highway 91, noise levels, and air
quality.  

We also question the means by which gravel excavation will be limited to the area and elevation described. 
What if the actual operations of the facility deviate from how it was described in the application letter and affect
water quality and/or availability?  

The proposed batch plant location appears to be visible from the highway at the base of Crow Mountain.  This
area between Smithfield and Richmond is still agricultural in nature and we request that the County preserve that
zoning and deny the industrial rezone application.  Please keep the area agricultural.  

Respectfully,
Andrew and Scout Riehm
8588 N Hwy 91, Richmond UT 84333

csmith
Textbox
Exhibit A



 

 

 

08-017-0008 

 
THE SW/4 OF SEC 11 T 13N R 1E CONT 160 AC 
SUBJ TO R/W ESMNT SEE ENTRY #1310665 

csmith
Textbox
Exhibit B



 
CACHE COUNTY 

ORDINANCE NO. 2025-21 
 

AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING A TEMPORARY LAND USE REGULATION PROHIBITING NEW 
OR AMENDED SUBDIVISIONS WITH MORE THAN 5 BUILDABLE LOTS 

 

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 establishing regulations for land use and development; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act, §17-27a-504(1)(a), a county legislative body may enact an 
ordinance establishing a temporary land use regulation for any part or all of the area within 
the county if the legislative body makes a finding of compelling, countervailing public 
interest; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the Act, §17-27a-504(1)(b), a temporary land use regulation may 
prohibit or regulate any subdivision approval; and 
 
WHEREAS, the County Council finds that enacting a temporary land use regulation 
prohibiting new or amended subdivisions with more than 5 buildable lots was an issue of 
compelling, countervailing public interest as the availability of water and the water quality for 
larger subdivisions lots is a serious area of concern for the future residents of those 
subdivisions as well as existing residents adjacent to those subdivisions whose access to 
water is directly impacted; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Act allows the County Council to establish a temporary land use regulation 
not to exceed 180 days; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Cache County Council has determined that it is both necessary and 
appropriate for the County to implement this ordinance based on findings of compelling, 
countervailing public interest in order to amend County Code to implement comprehensive  
water, sewer, and other necessary standards related to subdivisions with more than 5 lots to 
promote the public health, safety, and welfare. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of Cache County ordains as follows:  
 
SECTION 1:  
 
Section 16.04.130 of Cache County Code is added to read as follows: 
 
 
 



 
 
Section 16.04.130: TEMPORARY PROHIBITION ON LARGE SUBDIVISIONS  
 
New subdivisions with more than 5 proposed buildable lots are prohibited for 180 days from 
the effective date of passage and approval by the County Council.  This prohibition also 
applies to subdivision amendments that would create a 6th lot or more in an existing 
subdivision. 

 
 

SECTION 2:  
 
This ordinance will take effect 15 days following its passage and approval by the County 
Council.   
 
 

PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF CACHE COUNTY, UTAH 
THIS ___ DAY OF ___________________ 2025. 
 
 

Council Vote and Final Action 

 Date: ____ /____ /________ Council Votes 

Council members In Favor Against Abstain Absent 

Sandi Goodlander     

 Kathryn Beus      

Dave Erickson     

Nolan Gunnell     

Mark Hurd     

 Barbara Tidwell     

 Keegan Garrity     

Total:   
    

Final action: ______ Adopt             ______ Reject 

 
Cache County:​ ​ Attest:  
 
 
______________________________​ ​ ______________________________  
Sandi Goodlander, Chair ​ ​ Bryson Behm, County Clerk 
 

 



 
 
 

Action of the County Executive 
Regarding Ordinance 2025-21, Subdivision Development Moratorium 

_____   Approve 

_____   Disapprove (A Statement of Objection is attached) 
 
 
__________________________________________________ 
David Zook​ Date​  
Cache County Executive 
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AMENDING THE CACHE COUNTY CONSOLIDATED FEE SCHEDULE TO AMEND 
FEE ASSESSMENTS RELATED TO 911 SERVICES 

 
 
(A) WHEREAS, the County Council may pass all ordinances and rules and make all 

regulations, not repugnant to law, necessary for carrying into effect or discharging its 
powers and duties pursuant to Utah Code § 17-53-223(1); and 
 

(B) WHEREAS, Cache County is authorized to provide services and perform functions related 
to the safety, health, and welfare of its inhabitants, and to charge reasonable and fair fees 
for such services based on the actual costs incurred, pursuant to Utah Code Ann. §§ 17-50-
302(1)(a)(ii) and 17-34-1(2)(b)(ii); and 
 

(C) WHEREAS, Cache County is a party to the Interlocal Agreement for Dispatch Services 
with Logan City, originally executed on July 21, 2017, which governs the provision of 
dispatch services, and for which Amendment No. 1 has been duly agreed to in order to 
adjust the assessment for these services due to increased demand and cost; and 

 
(D) WHEREAS, the County Council believes it is necessary and appropriate to adopt an 

amendment to the Cache County Consolidated Fee Schedule to meet the obligations 
detailed in “Amendment No.1” to ensure continued public emergency response services; 
and 
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, the County Legislative Body of Cache County ordains as follows: 

 
SECTION 1: The Cache County Consolidated Fee Schedule Fee for Action “911 - All Classes” 
shall be amended to read as follows, with a redline version attached as “Exhibit A”: 
 
 
FEE SCHEDULE 
CACHE COUNTY CONSOLIDATED FEE SCHEDULE 
CLERK/AUDITOR OFFICE 
 

General Clerk/Auditor Fees 

Action Fee 
Utah State Code 
Reference 

[…] […] […] 

911 - All Classes $3.30 17-50-301(1)(a) 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2025 - 20 
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SECTION 2: 
 
The Cache County Council shall, in no more than 12 months’ time, review the fee change 
detailed in “Section 1” above for additional increases to meet the compounded 3% annual fee 
increases obligations found in the aforementioned amendment to the Interlocal Agreement for 
Dispatch Services between Cache County and Logan City. 
 
 
SECTION 3: 
 
This ordinance will take effect fifteen (15) days following its passage and approval by the 
County Council. 
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PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF CACHE COUNTY, UTAH 
THIS      DAY OF             , 2025. 
 
 

 In Favor Against Abstained Absent 

Kathryn Beus     
David Erickson     
Keegan Garrity     
Sandi Goodlander     
Nolan Gunnell     
Mark Hurd     
Barbara Tidwell     

        Total     
 
 

 
CACHE COUNTY:     ATTEST: 
 
 
By:       By:      
Sandi Goodlander, Council Chair   Bryson Behm, County Clerk 
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ACTION OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE: 
 
____ Approved 
____ Disapproved (written statement of objection attached) 
 
 
By:       ___________________   
 David Zook, County Executive  Date 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
FEE SCHEDULE 
CACHE COUNTY CONSOLIDATED FEE SCHEDULE 
CLERK/AUDITOR OFFICE 
 

General Clerk/Auditor Fees 

Action Fee 
Utah State Code 
Reference 

[…] […] […] 

911 - All Classes $3.003.30 17-50-301(1)(a) 

 
 
 



 
CACHE COUNTY 

RESOLUTION NO. 2025 - 27 
 

Page 1 of 3 
 

A RESOLUTION MAKING AMENDMENTS TO THE 2025 BUDGET 
 
(A) WHEREAS, the County Council may pass all ordinances and rules and make all 

regulations, not repugnant to law, necessary for carrying into effect or discharging its 
powers and duties pursuant to Utah Code 17-53-223(1); and  
 

(B) WHEREAS, The Cache County Council, in a duly convened meeting, pursuant to Sections 
17-36-12 through 17-36-26, Utah Code Annotated, 1953 as amended, finds that certain 
adjustments to the Cache County budget for 2025 are reasonable and necessary; and 
 

(C) WHEREAS, said budget has been reviewed by the County Executive with all affected 
department heads; and 
 

(D) WHEREAS, a duly called hearing has been held and all interested parties have been given 
an opportunity to be heard; and 
 

(E) WHEREAS, the County Council has given due consideration to matters discussed at the 
public hearing and to any revised estimates of revenues; and 
 

(F) WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the County that the following adjustments to the 
Cache County budget be made. 

 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the County Council of Cache County, Utah, that: 
 
SECTION 1. 
The adjustments and amendments detailed in the attached document labeled Exhibit A are 
hereby made to the 2025 budget for Cache County. 
 
 
SECTION 2. 
Other than as specifically set forth above, all other matters set forth in the 2025 budget shall 
remain in full force and effect. 
 
 
SECTION 3. 
This resolution shall take effect immediately upon adoption and the County Executive and other 
county officials are authorized and directed to act accordingly. 
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PASSED AND APPROVED BY THE COUNTY COUNCIL OF CACHE COUNTY, UTAH 
THIS      DAY OF             , 2025. 
 
 

 In Favor Against Abstained Absent 
Kathryn Beus     
David Erickson     
Keegan Garrity     
Sandi Goodlander     
Nolan Gunnell     
Mark Hurd     
Barbara Tidwell     

        Total     
 
 

 
CACHE COUNTY:    ATTEST: 
 
 
By:       By:      
Sandi Goodlander, Council Chair   Bryson Behm, County Clerk 
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EXHIBIT A 
 
 
 

“Budget Amendment – 06.24.2025” 
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CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL  
SANDI GOODLANDER, CHAIR        
KATHRYN A. BEUS, VICE CHAIR        
DAVID L. ERICKSON           199 NORTH MAIN STREET 
KEEGAN GARRITY          LOGAN, UT 84321 
NOLAN P. GUNNELL          435-755-1840 
MARK R. HURD          www.cachecounty.gov 
BARBARA Y. TIDWELL          
 

Original Publication Date: December 26, 2024 
 

 

CACHE COUNTY COUNCIL MEETING AND COUNTY OFFICES 
HOLIDAY SCHEDULE 

 
 

 

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given, in accordance with Utah Code § 52-4-202(2), that the 2025 meeting 
schedule of the Cache County Council is as follows: 

 
 JANUARY    14 and 28    JULY    8   and 22  
 FEBRUARY 11 and 25    AUGUST  12 and 26
 MARCH  11 and 25    SEPTEMBER  __ and 23 
 APRIL   8  and 22    OCTOBER  14 and 28  
 MAY  13 and 27    NOVEMBER   4  and 18  
 JUNE  10 and 24    DECEMBER   2  and  9 
 

Regular meetings of the Council will be held in the Cache County Historic Courthouse, 199 North Main, 
Logan, Utah 84321 beginning at 5:00 p.m. unless notice is given otherwise. Special and emergency 
meetings may be called as necessary pursuant to Utah State law. 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
The following legal holidays will be observed in 2025 by Cache County Government. County offices, except 
emergency services, shall be closed on these days: 
 

 JANUARY     1 Wednesday  New Year’s Day 
 JANUARY    20 Monday  Martin Luther King Jr. Day 
 FEBRUARY    17 Monday  Presidents’ Day 
 MAY    26 Monday  Memorial Day 
 JUNE     16 Monday  Juneteenth 
 JULY      4 Friday  Independence Day 
 JULY     24 Thursday  Pioneer Day 
 SEPTEMBER    1  Monday  Labor Day 
 OCTOBER    13 Monday  Columbus Day 
 NOVEMBER   11 Tuesday  Veterans Day 
 NOVEMBER   27 Thursday  Thanksgiving Day 
 NOVEMBER   28 Friday  Personal Preference Day 
 DECEMBER    24 Wednesday  Christmas Eve 
 DECEMBER   25 Thursday  Christmas Day 
 

 
And all days which may be set apart by the President of the United States or the Governor of the State of 
Utah by proclamation shall also be observed as legal holidays. 
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