
Pledge of Allegiance1. 
Roll Call2. 
Minutes3. 

Minutes from the October 2nd, 2024 MeetingA. 

MOTION AND VOTE

Attachments
1. October 2, 2024 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Draft.pdf
Minutes from the September 4, 2024 MeetingB. 

MOTION AND VOTE 

Attachments
1. Planning Commission Meeting Minutes September 4, 2024_DRAFT.pdf

Election of Vice Chairperson4. 
Motion to Elect Vice Chairperson for the remainder of 2024A. 

MOTION AND VOTE
Conditional Use Permits5. 

CUP 2024-119; Jo Carpenter is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for a detached Accessory A. 
Dwelling Unit (ADU)

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: CUP 2024-119

Attachments
1. October 2, 2024 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes Draft.pdf
CUP 2024-133; Todd Hinton is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for a detached Accessory B. 
Dwelling Unit (ADU)

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: CUP 2024-133
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Attachments
1. CUP 2024-133_Staff_report_final.pdf

Rezones6. 
REZ 2024-122 Charles Akerlow is requesting a rezone from MU-40 to M-GA. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: REZ 2024-122

Attachments
1. REZ 2024-122_Staff Report_Final.pdf

Discussion item7. 
Planning Commission Comments8. 
Adjournment9. 
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Pledge of Allegiance1. 
Ron Elton led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance at 7:01 pm

Roll Call2. 
Motion by Ron Elton for Toni Scott to serve as acting chair for tonight’s meeting. 2nd by Brad Bartholomew.
All in favor. The motion passed unanimously.
Toni Scott, acting chair called the meeting to order at 7:02pm. Roll call was taken showing Curtis 
Beckstrom, Ron Elton, Andy Stetz, Brad Bartholomew and Toni Scott.

Minutes3. 
Approval of the Minutes from the September 4, 2024 Planning Commission MeetingA. 

Agenda Attachments
1. September 4, 2024 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes_R1.pdf

Ron Elton made a motion to delay the consideration for approval of the minutes of September 
4th until such time as they can see the amendments to our policies and procedures. They were 
significant, and he thinks that it would be appropriate to see how they all fit together. I think we 
need to look at those before they approve those minutes and amendments. He stated that 
there was discussion on who could add items to the agenda & he gave a motion that a four-
person planning commissioner signature requirement be changed, so only two members of 
the planning commission could add items to the agenda along with the chair and the 
development department. He asks the development department to put that item on the 
agenda again for consideration to change it back to two people. His motion is to delay the 
consideration of the minutes until the next meeting until he can see the full policy and 
procedures as they come together. 2nd by Curtis Beckstrom.
All in favor. The motion passed unanimously.

Conditional Use Permits4. 
CUP 2024-119; Conditional Use Permit for private recreational park and camp or resort, Trish A. 
DuClos

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: CUP 2024-119

Agenda Attachments
1. CUP 2024-119_Staff report_final.pdf
2. Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary_2024-119.pdf
3. Public Notice_Hearing_10 days_AMD CUP 2022-113.pdf

Trish DuClos, Planning Staff, summarized the staff report for CUP2024-119. This is a 
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conditional use permit request for a private recreational grounds or private park resort which 
could include accessories supporting dwellings and dwelling complexes. The applicant has 
requested on his property, which is currently zoned R-5, and he has just under 90 acres that he 
can do a private camp area. Most of it would be dry camping. He did provide a little section in 
his plan that would give people electricity small cabins. But just port a potty, no septic hooked 
up. Just a small section, maybe 2 or 3. A couple of areas with cabins, a couple of areas with 
tents and possibly RVs. His overall plan is to do a riding arena to do lessons.

Ron Elton asked if there would be actual toilets in lieu of port a potties. Trish said that he has 
an area carved out for that. It would be handled by the health department if they are connected 
to the septics in that area. He is requesting a couple of areas with cabins, a couple of areas 
with tents or possibly RVs on his property. His overall plans are to do a riding arena, possibly in 
the future, where he can do lessons.

Toni asked if this is in addition to the three arenas that he already has. Trish said that the 
arenas and barns that he has would be part of his business, so if people that come for the 
weekend or out of state come riding, he would offer lessons. He would let them stay on the 
property.
Toni asked what they were voting for today. Trish stated that they were voting for the use of his 
private recreational camp resort, what is on the site plan. Trish stated that they can, up to their 
discretion, put a cap if he wants to grow larger than that.

Rachelle Custer, Community Development Director, stated that they are voting on the use. Not 
the site plan. They are voting on the use as to whether he can have a private recreational 
facility at this location. They can put a cap on the number of spots. But they are not approving 
the site plan. They are voting on the use. 
 
Toni stated that you can’t fit 10 horse trailers on .25 acres that is stated on the CUP. Trish 
stated that when you do a CUP it encompasses the entire property. It doesn’t limit what areas 
you go to unless you specifically say in your CUP. It is hard to do that because it will be spread 
out. She doesn’t know how you are going to regulate all of that. Her suggestion is to put a cap 
on how many camp spots he can have on the property. The CUP is for the land. They aren’t 
going to know what part of the land is going to be used for what.  

Brad Bartholomew asked if they will be going to be seeing a site plan or are they only 
approving the use, and the site plan gets approved by staff. Trish said they will not be seeing a 
site plan. The site plan gets approved by all the other agencies; fire, health, engineering, we do 
an agency review meeting to make sure all those codes are met with whatever they have. Only 
the concept plan that he provided is what they’re going to see.

Rachelle stated that the Planning Commission has tabled CUP’s before, until the site plan is 
approved if they are really worried about what the site plan is going to look like.

Toni stated that she is worried because the property comes off three different roads. Trish said 
that this one is kind of tricky. Normally, the site plan would go first, but with this property being 
so large, the applicant wanted to do this one first so he could adjust and send all the 
conditions to his engineers to do the sideline stuff. If they have conditions they want to put on 
the property and things they want to see on the site plan, they can table it until they see it on 
the site plan. Andy Stetz stated that he is concerned regarding the different wordings on the 
application. The total acres and parcel is approximately 90 acres and the areas occupied by 
this use is .25. Trish stated that the CUP would be approved for the entire property. That is just 
what the applicant put in there, it is just a concept plan.

Toni Scott opened to public hearing. No public comment. Toni Scott closed the public hearing.

Ron said that his condition is that it be centrally located, and a specific footprint. He said that it 
should be required that it should be centrally located, 2 acres, 5 acres, whatever it is. He knows 
that .25 is not realistic. He said that Toni’s idea of delaying this until the applicant presents a 
specific site plan is a good idea.
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Ron suggested tabling this request until the applicant presents a specific site plan. Come back 
with a site plan that includes sites that are centrally located as well as the number of sites, 
including all conditions, quiet hours, as they are going to be occupying this 24 hours a day. The 
applicant did propose quiet hours but didn’t say what they were.

Ron Elton motioned to table this until a site plan has been submitted and requested that a site 
plan include conditions listed in his application. More specific details are needed in his 
application, such as no retail sales, access, dustless roads, and quiet hours, as they will be 
occupying this 24 hours a day. Come back with a site plan that includes all of his conditions 
specified and our standard conditions.  2nd by Curtis Beckstrom.
All in favor. The motion passed unanimously.

AMD CUP 2022-113; Amendment to Conditional Use Permit for private kennel, Trish DuClosB. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: AMD CUP 2022-113

Agenda Attachments
1. AMD CUP 2022-113_Staff report_final.pdf
2. Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary_2022-113.pdf
3. Public Notice_Hearing_10 days_AMD CUP 2022-113.pdf

Trish DuClos, Planning Staff, summarized the staff report CUP 2024-113. This amendment is 
to have more litters. This already has an approved CUP for this property to have a private 
kennel that allows them to have 15 dogs at one time with the condition that they have one litter 
every 2 years, because our current zoning code does not allow a breeding or boarding kennel in 
that area. This is brought up because of multiple complaints of the dogs barking and causing a 
nuisance in the area. The complaint that is attached to the staff report was sent in 
anonymously. They are not compliant with one litter every 2 years. They have exceeded far 
more than that. There are at least ten to eleven litters per year.

Toni asked if the breeder was staying with the 15 dogs. She said that it says that they are 
keeping one from every litter. If that is the case, it is 12 dogs. Trish states that the response 
letter states that they don’t always keep a dog from every litter. It explains that a lot of the dogs 
when they get tested, they are not fit for certain things, they have a lot of different categories 
they put their dogs in and a lot of them are not fit. They don’t keep one from every litter. They 
also do get them from other places, to keep their show dogs up. It is online, and they do 
register the dogs online. The older dogs seem to come and go depending on certain 
conditions or aspects. Her request isn’t to just keep a higher dog number, it is to have more 
litters. Trish said that her opinion is that the applicant is running a commercial operation. They 
are selling these dogs. They have many litters a year. They are not complying with the law of 
every two years and so that is a condition we placed on them. Trish said that we were trying to 
allow them, if a dog died, they could keep up those numbers. That is what they had requested, 
but it is still breeding, which is not allowed in that zone.

Ron Elton asked how the conditional use permit allows breeding if the ordinance doesn’t. Trish 
stated that there wasn’t a clear definition of what breeding would be, to keep their private dog 
numbers up instead of letting them all pass away. At the time, the Planning Commission felt 
that it was a fair compromise. Trish said that it could still be considered breeding.

Toni said they looked at the definition on the internet and personal was a litter every couple of 
years. Ron Elton asked if it was specified that this was for personal. Toni and Trish both 
confirmed that yes, this was for personal uses only. Trish said that they can only have four in 
that zone right now, so to exceed those four numbers, that is what a private kennel would allow 
them to have.

Ron said that Trish indicated that they were selling them. He asked if they acknowledged that 
they were selling them. Trish said yes, they do say in their letter that they sell them. They are 
claiming the sale of the dogs isn’t recouping the cost of what it costs to keep them.

Toni asked if Trish had gone out, if she is code enforcement. Trish said that yes, she is still 
code enforcement. Over the course of the two years that they have been there, she has gone 
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out many times, she would say at least 10 times in the past 2 years, because she has gotten 
complaints about the dogs. She states that the property is very clean, there are no piles of 
poop anywhere. She has only seen the dogs one time. When she went out, she would go in the 
afternoons, which was the hottest part of the day. One time when she was there, the dogs were 
outside in their kennel by the street, and she heard them barking. The applicant did suggest 
that they would move the kennel around the back. Trish said that she didn’t know if that would 
help. The applicant has stated that the dogs' bark boxes have been removed. Trish said that 
you can still hear a very dark barking that they have. Trish stated that the sheriff had also gone 
out because they handle the nuisance side of things. They have talked to the owners and have 
heard the dogs barking on multiple occasions too and have reached out to Trish to find out 
how many dogs they actually have.
Toni states on page 33, item 18 that it says pregnant as June 3rd, so if she has two dogs, which 
she assumes there are seventeen dogs down below, she thinks she has more. She asked Trish 
if that was correct. Trish states she doesn’t know and couldn’t verify how many dogs they have 
there because they are usually not home when she goes around. Toni says puppies we give 
them until 12 weeks. Trish confirmed four months.

Ron asked what they were specifically asking for, because they already have a kennel permit. 
Trish said that they want that condition of one litter every two years amended. It doesn’t 
specify how many litters they would like to have. She would want the whole condition to be 
taken off. The applicant's request would be to do away with that condition, but our code does 
not allow breeding kennels in that zone. Trish did explain this to the applicant. Trish said that 
she doesn’t know if their next request is to change the zoning code, but that is the option the 
applicant has, to change that to allow breeding in that zone. They just wanted to exhaust this 
section first.

Curtis Beckstrom said that after reading the statement, which was 3 ½ pages, he saw a lot of 
contradictions. The applicant has already not followed the rules in the past and has had Trish 
and others go out in the past to see what was going on. He stated that he was not inclined to 
approve this.

Toni Scott opened public hearing. No public comment. Toni Scott closed public hearing.

Toni asked if there were any other discussions.

Brad Bartholomew said that in the letter she says next door there is another kennel. He asked 
Trish if she had complaints about them. Are they following the same procedures? Trish said 
that Rush Lake Kennel, which is there, had been there a long time, way before her. They are a 
boarding kennel. She doesn’t know what the code was before that. She doesn’t know how they 
got that, but right before this last one was approved, the first time there was one just up the 
street from Rush Lake, even, that asked the same thing so they could keep more dogs, 
because they do hunts and things, so they needed more than four dogs allotted. She has not 
received any complaints regarding them. She hasn’t ever seen the dogs out.

Toni Scott made a motion to deny CUP 2022-113 amendment. 2nd by Curtis Beckstrom.
All in favor. Motion passed unanimously.

Rachelle Custer addressed chairman Scott after the motion passed and stated that we can 
notify the applicant, and we can revoke her CUP if they are not following the conditions. Ron 
asked if enforcement by the county attorney’s office would work. Rachelle stated that it would 
possibly be the notification, but she thinks that we should revoke the CUP first and then, if she 
continues to violate, we go that route. Trish stated that she sent the applicant code 
enforcement letters, and that is what triggered this, so the applicant could try to come into 
compliance. There is already a case that is ongoing. If she doesn’t comply, then we will move 
forward.

Planning Commission Comments5. 
Adjournment6. 

Motion to adjourn by Toni Scott.
Time of adjournment 7:30pm.
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DRAFT
Pledge of Allegiance1.

Tim Gillie, member of the public, led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance.
Roll Call2.

Chairman Blair Hope called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. Roll call was taken showing Michael Dow, 
Brad Bartholomew, Toni Scott, Blair Hope, Andy Stetz, Curtis Beckstrom, and Ron Elton. It was noted that 
Commissioner Knudson has resigned from the Planning Commission.

Minutes3.
June 19, 2024A.

Agenda Attachments
1. June 19, 2024 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes_Draft_R1.pdf

Motion to approve the June 19th 2024 minutes by Toni Scott. 2nd by Michael Dow. All in favor. 
The motion passed unanimously.

August 7, 2024B.

Agenda Attachments
1. August 7, 2024 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes_DRAFT.pdf

Motion to approve the August 17th, 2024 minutes by Ron Elton. 2nd Andy Stetz. All in favor. The
motion passed unanimously. [Editor’s note: Brad Bartholomew and Toni Scott later stated they 
need to abstain from this motion, due to not being at the meeting]

Rezone4.
Doug & Matt Hogan are requesting to rezone a property from MU-40 to RR-1, Trish DuClosA.

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: REZ 2024-109

Agenda Attachments
1. REZ 2024-109_Staff Report_Final.pdf
2. REZ 2024-109 Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary .pdf
3. REZ 2024-109_ PUBLIC NOTICE.pdf

Trish DuClos, Planning Staff, summarized the staff report for REZ 2024-109. This is a rezone
request for a large property just west of the South Rim subdivision for 307.66 acres. The
request is to rezone from MU-40 to RR-1. South Rim is an RR-5 zone, but there is a
development agreement, so the lot sizes range from 1 to 3 acres. This is consistent with the
General Plan update from 2022. There is concern with water. The applicant hasn’t turned in
proof of water, but it isn’t required at the rezone phase. He does have water rights he could
transfer over. They will do a water system similar to South Rim.
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DRAFT

Trish stated the applicant turned in a detailed traffic study. The biggest concern for staff is the 
intersection where Connor Avenue and Grant Avenue intersect. They propose that in 2029 at 
full build out, they request that Stockton City improve that intersection. It increases the traffic 
substantially in that area.

Ron Elton asked about the smaller lot size. Trish stated that the South Rim subdivision was 
created through a different subdivision code that allowed them to cluster the lots and provide 
open space. We now have a conservation subdivision they could go through, but it would 
require them to have a sewer and water system. They will have a water system, but not sewer; 
they will have septic systems.

Motion to open public hearing by Toni Scott. 2nd by Brad Bartholomew. All in favor.

Trish read a letter received by Planning Staff sent in by John and Charlotte Dravick, residents 
of the South Rim subdivision. Their concerns are density, light pollution, water access, septic 
impact, utilities and traffic.  

Yvonne Morris- My property is adjacent to this property. My concerns are water, road wear and 
tear, septic, sewer, light pollution. I think there is a better way to zone this. I too would love to 
see it zoned RR-5 with green spaces. We’re not opposed to progress, we are opposed to that 
density. This morning, we watched a herd of elk travel across this property. It would be a 
shame to lose that along with all the protected raptors that nest out there. There is more to 
consider than just profit.   Water is one of them. I would love to see a study done on traffic.  

Michael Lucas- My biggest concern is water. They’ve put restrictions on us this summer to 
make sure we have enough water for fire suppression, etc. but now you have enough for 250 
homes. It seems contradictory to me. In the 8 years I’ve been out there, watching the growth, 
all the trucks take more than half of their lane. On my motorcycle I’ve been forced to the far 
side of my lane. You give us a minute to talk to the 142-page report. Most of us aren’t ever 
going to understand that impact study. The impact to that road is far greater than the data for 
an impact study on traffic. I watch accidents all the time on Silver and Mormon Trail. You need 
to do better on your research.

Ridgeline Road Resident [Name unintelligible]- A couple concerns I have- one is the fire 
suppression system. It’s a voluntary system. Right now they’re building a new fire house. And 
the lack of police presence we have. There is no police out there. The people getting pulled 
over out there are from highway patrol that lead them to local area. Another concern is the 
amount of water that come out of the canyons and rushes down Silver Avenue. It’s dug a 12-
foot trench down through that area. It’s definitely a flood zone. We have water that comes up 
over Ridgeline. We are out there shoveling to clear the mud. Being in a floodplain these new 
developments will be required to have flood insurance. They’ve dug a ditch back there as well 
behind Ridgeline to prevent that. When we get a lot of rain up there, the 18-inch drainage pipes 
we have flood over. A lot of basements have flooded.
Michael Lucas- There was a development growth study from 2022 that mentions the Mormon 
Trail as a major road from the Salt Lake Valley to Rush Valley. That is one of the worst roads in 
this county. To think that you’re going to put 250 more homes out there and have half the 
people go that direction to get to I-80 is absurd. That road is horrible. I refuse to take my 
motorcycle down there because it is in that bad of shape. I watch horse trailers go down these 
roads and they’re garbage. The extra traffic is a big concern.

Jim Johnson- The one concern that hasn’t been mentioned is the lawsuit we have with the 
gravel pit. No where on my closing documents when I bought my house did it say that there is 
a commercial gravel pit across the street. It is 50 yards from me. Are the Hogan brothers 
prepared to put a disclosure comment to all these new possible owners that there is a huge 
gravel pit across the street? No one is going to buy a home out there.

Emily J  (Online)- My concerns mirror what everyone else said. I’m concerned with the water 
issues, with the increased lighting for the birds out there. I also saw the elk and I worry where 
they’re going to go. Increased traffic that’s brought to the area and the possibility of that gravel 
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DRAFT

pit coming back to out here. I am not opposed to progress. I think the lots should be done a bit 
differently.

Charlie Chadwick- My concerns are the traffic and the curves- traffic is tight going through 
there; the sewage problems and water issues. Traffic, coming through Tooele is even pretty 
bad. The post office will be overrun with all the new things.

Lori Paige – I am disheartened. It seems the only ones who were notified are us on Ridgeline. 
This affects all of South Rim. A lot of people were upset that they never heard any of this was 
taking place. It affects the people in Stockton as well.  It sounds like a shady deal. We are 
concerned about water. We have been told not to water on some days during the summer. We 
ask that you consider larger lots. The light pollution and traffic. We left Tooele to be out in the 
country so we didn’t have to deal with light pollution or traffic.

Becky McCormick- My concern is where the aquafer is and what happens when you add 300 
more septic systems out there. I have concerns with the county road crews can’t get out there 
during the snowstorm. To add another subdivision will tax the county. During the flooding, the 
snow and getting our kids safely to school. I love growth and I know that it’s going to come but 
I would request larger lots.

Val Griffith- I’ve lived all my life where there have been septic systems. It seems like if you put 
307 lots on one acre lots you’ll have trouble fitting the leach fields and septic tanks. The way it 
is now, the RR-5 there’s enough room for that for the houses that are there. That is my biggest 
concern- septic, propane, you need enough space for those things. We were also not notified 
of the gravel pit. We are concerned that everyone knows about it. I don’t oppose having houses 
there. It seems it would be better the RR-5.

Blair Hope stated the code is written that people that live within a certain amount of feet of the 
petitioned property are notified. That’s why only some people were notified, and not all of 
South Rim and Stockton.

Rachelle Custer, Community Development Director, stated that is our code. State law says only 
neighboring properties.

Motion to close public hearing by Curtis Beckstrom. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor.

Doug Hogan, co-applicant, stated that Commissioner Elton asked why we are asking for RR-1 
The PUD code was repealed. We can’t apply for the same thing as The Benches at South Rim. 
There are no 5 acre lots in South Rim. It’s RR-5 zoning with a PUD. There are a lot of 1-acre lots 
in The Benches at South Rim.

Doug explained as far as the water question that was asked, there are two issues- one is 
source and the other is storage. The concern about when water can be used is a storage issue. 
The current system has two wells and one tank. What’s proposed is that there would be 
additional storage. There is no problem with the source. There’s adequate water in the well. 
The benefit is that there would be multiple tanks. We believe our proposal fits in with the 
General Plan.

Doug explained about the state’s process for granting water to property owners. Doug 
explained that they are planning for one acre lots, with small deviations that will be a bit 
smaller. There is opens space accounted for, for trails, but no plan for a park. There are costs 
to maintain the park.
Blair hope asked about adding two-acre lots. Doug stated that can be discussed at the 
subdivision stage. The issue is economically will you be able to recoup your costs and sell 
them.

Toni Scott asked about Hickman Wash, and whether this is in a flood zone. Doug stated I know 
the engineer has accounted for that in this plan.  

Blair Hope asked about the costs for the development for the new subdivision. Doug stated the 
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DRAFT

new development will pay impact fees to pay for itself.

Ron Elton stated that the traffic study was fairly narrow in scope. Do you know why it didn’t 
consider the s curves and the state of Mormon Trail Road? It’s interesting they looked at the 
intersections in Stockton.  

Doug stated I’m not sure why the traffic engineer didn’t consider the s curves. Doug compared 
it to the developments in canyons and the narrow roads that lead there. There is a 5 way 
intersection at the gas station that may need to be addressed.

There was discussion regarding the infrastructure, roads and the repealed subdivision code.

Brad Bartholomew stated that Utah is a non-disclosure state, so it’s not required (to disclose 
things like the gravel pit). Blair stated that is part of the due diligence of the buyer.

Brad stated that this is a rezone application, and the plans are just a concept at this point. Brad 
asked what the next step is. Trish stated the next step will be to go to Council Meeting, where 
Council will vote on it. They will take your recommendation into consideration. If it’s approved, 
the applicant can apply for the subdivision. That’s when we’ll get into the details of the roads 
and lot sizes, etc.

Rachelle stated as part of the rezone, you could make a condition that they have a traffic study 
done to analyze certain areas like the s curves. Doug stated that there have been multiple 
offers to fix the s curves. They made the road wider. The county said they don’t want it straight 
road because people would drive too fast.

Ron Elton made a motion to recommend to the county council a denial of this request for 
rezoning, based on all the concerns raised for REZ 2024-109, but we recommend a rezone to 
RR-5 which is consistent with the designation and the General Plan, if the applicant consents. 
As a side note I would ask to consider a PUD to allow for a subdivision to allow for a 
subdivision consistent with the adjacent subdivision. The motion failed for lack of 2nd.

Andy Stetz made a motion to recommend approval for (REZ 2024-109) the rezone parcel from 
MU-40 to RR-1, one-acre minimum. 2nd by Curtis Beckstrom.

Roll call vote: Michael Dow – aye. Brad Bartholomew – aye. Toni Scott – aye. Andy Stetz- aye. 
Curtis Beckstrom- aye. Ron Elton- nay, I believe the subdivision should be consistent with the 
existing subdivision. I think the county should be able to accommodate that. I don’t think the 
RR-5 would be consistent with that, but that’s what we have left. We’ve got a lot of concerns. 
We do have the ability to mitigate the impacts to the community. The roads are inadequate. I 
drive the s curves multiple times a week and have people coming into my lane. People who 
down the Mormon trail road say it isn’t well maintained. We have the ability to regulate, and the 
only way we can do that is make the subdivision consistent with the adjoining property. Blair 
Hope- aye. The motion passed 6-7.

Ron Elton made a motion to take a 5-minute break. 2nd by Toni Scott.
Land Use Ordinances5. 

Text amendment to Tooele county Land Ue Chapters 2, 15 and 16, Trish DuClosA. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: TCLUO 2024-114 

Agenda Attachments
1. TCLUO 2024-114 Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary.pdf
2. TCLUO 2024-114_staff report_Final.pdf
3. TCLUO 2024-114 Public Notice_Hearing_10 days.pdf

Trish summarized the staff report and explained the difference between home-based business, 
cottage industry, home occupation, and the ag industry. Trish stated our current code 
contradicts itself. There are two different home occupations one is permitted, and one is 
reviewed by staff. The other is the home-based businesses are larger than that. The table 

4 of 7
10 of 101



DRAFT

addresses those.

Trish explained some of the issues staff has faced with the contradictions in the ordinance 
and the lack of clarification between the home businesses.

Motion to open public hearing by Blair Hope. 2nd by Brad Bartholomew. All in favor.
No public comment.
Motion to close public hearing by Toni Scott. 2nd Brad Bartholomew. All in favor.

Motion to recommend the 2024-114 amendments by Ron Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor. 
The motion passed unanimously.

Amendment to Tooele County Planning Commission's Policies and Procedures, Trish DuClosB. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: TCLUO 2024-115 

Agenda Attachments
1. TCLUO 2024-115 Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary_2024-115.pdf
2. TCLUO 2024-115_staff report.pdf
3. TCLUO 2024-115 Public Notice_Hearing_10 days.pdf

Motion to go through Commissioner Knudson’s proposal and vote section by section made by 
Ron Elton. 2nd by Andy Stetz. All in favor. The motion passed unanimously.

Motion to approve the first paragraph and add and to it “and is the land use authority for 
Tooele County” by Ron Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor. The motion passed unanimously.

Motion to approve paragraph 1 and 2 as indicated by Ron Elton. 2nd by Michael Dow. All in 
favor.

Motion to approve section 3.1 changes by Ron Elton. 2nd Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to leave in section 3, the paragraph Election of Officers, and change “staff” to “the 
Community Development Department shall appoint a secretary” by Toni Scott. Michael Dow 
2nd. All in favor.

Motion to keep the first paragraph in section 3.2 as originally stated, without the deletion by 
Ron Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to approve the second paragraph of 3.2, and not accept the next sentence that the 
county would appoint, and that the quorum present may select an acting chairperson by 
majority vote by Ron Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to leave in the last sentences of 3.2, starting with “the secretary shall ensure…” by Ron 
Elton. 2nd by Scott, with the corrections of the spelling of ensure. All in favor.

Section 3.3 Rules and Procedure- Motion to approve with the acceptance of deleting the first 
sentence and accepting the remainder of that paragraph by Ron Elton. 2nd by Michael Dow. All 
in favor.

Motion to accept the last paragraph of 3.3 as proposed with the underlined portions by Ron 
Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to delete section 6 by Ron Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to accept section 3.3 as proposed with the provision that the chairperson or 4 
members of the Planning Commission, under signature, may add items to the agenda by Ron 
Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to approve subparagraph 6 (section 8) as proposed and leave in “The chair may close 
the public hearing or comment period as deemed appropriate without a vote, second vote, or 
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vote of the Commission,” and the last sentence be deleted by Ron Elton. 2nd Michael Dow. All in 
favor.

Motion to approve subsection 7 of 3.3 with the apostrophe s by Ron Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All 
in favor.

Motion to leave subsection 3.3.8 Ron Elton. 2nd by Michael Dow. All in favor.

Motion to delete the section Reconsideration of Commission’s decision as proposed by Ron 
Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to approve 3.4 as proposed, with the addition of a period and the word are, and delete 
the last sentence by Ron Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. The motion passed.
Motion to delete the Conduct of Hearings paragraph by Ron Elton. 2nd Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to approve the proposed section 3.5 by Ron Elton. 2nd by Curtis Beckstrom. All in favor.

Motion to delete the ex parte contact section and insert the County Code provisions regarding 
ex parte contact provisions by Ron Elton. 2nd by Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to accept section 4 amendments as proposed, delete those provisions and add that 
one sentence by Ron Elton. 2nd Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to accept section 5 and 5.1 as proposed by Ron Elton 2nd Toni Scott. All in favor.

Motion to not include the rest of packet that was attached to the agenda by Ron Elton. 2nd by 
Toni Scott. All in favor.

Text amendment to Tooele County Land Use Chapter 4, Trish DuClosC. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: TCLUO 2024-116

Agenda Attachments
1. TCLUO 2024-116 Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary_2024-116.pdf
2. TCLUO 2024-116_staff report_Final.pdf
3. TCLUO 2024-116 Public Notice_Hearing_10 days.pdf

Trish DuClos summarized the staff report for the text amendment. Tooele County Community 
Development is requesting a Land Use Ordinance update to Chapter 4 “Supplementary and 
Qualifying Regulations.” These changes update verbiage on lots having greater than 30% 
slope. It also takes out the verbiage of animals requiring a CUP. And updates the wording 
throughout from “Department of Engineering” to “Community Development Department.”

Chairman Hope opened the public hearing.
No public comment.
Chairman Hope closed the public hearing.

Motion to recommend changes to chapter 4 of the Tooele County Land Use Ordinance, 
2024-116, as proposed to the County Council by Toni Scott. 2nd by Curtis Beckstrom. All in 
favor.

Text Amendment to Tooele County Land Use Chapter 21 WILDLAND/URBAN INTERFACE OVERLAY D. 
ZONE (WUI), Janet White

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: TCLUO 2024-117

Agenda Attachments
1. TCLUO 2024-117Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary_2024-117.pdf
2. TCLUO 2024-117_staff report_Final.pdf
3. TCLUO 2024-117 Public Notice_Hearing_10 days.pdf

Trish summarized the staff report. Changes are to the references of other code numbers.
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Chairman Hope opened the public hearing.
No public comment.
Chairman Hope closed the public hearing.

Motion to approve recommendations of TCLUO 2024-117 by Michael Dow. 2nd by Toni Scott. 
All in favor.

Ron Elton asked that the minutes reflect that the Planning Commission is recommending 
approval (to the Council).

Text amendment to Tooele County Land Use Chapter 35 Subdivisions, Trish DuClosE. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: TCLUO 2024-118

Agenda Attachments
1. TCLUO 2024-118 Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary_2024-118.pdf
2. TCLUO 2024-118_staff report_Final.pdf
3. TCLUO 2024-118 Public Notice_Hearing_10 days_2024-118.pdf

Trish DuClos summarized the staff report. Tooele County Community Development is 
requesting a Land Use Ordinance update to Chapter 35 “Subdivisions.” The changes are to 
update minor title changes, as well as updating processes and timelines to reflect state code 
requirements.

Ron Elton asked that 35-4-6 indicates the final plat application would be approved by the 
Community Development Department, rather than the Planning Commission. Trish stated this 
is what state code requires, and Planning Commission previously voted on.

Chairman Hope opened the public hearing.
No public comment.
Chairman Hope closed the public hearing.

Motion to recommend for approval TCLUO 2024-118 by Michael Dow. 2nd by Curtis Beckstrom. 
All in favor.

Planning Commission Comments6. 
Brad Bartholomew stated that he needed to abstain from the vote on the approval of the August 17th, 2024 
meeting minutes. Blair Hope stated Toni Scott needed to abstain on that vote as well.

Adjournment7. 
Motion to adjourn by Blair Hope.

Time of adjournment 9:17 pm.
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Pledge of Allegiance1. 
Ron Elton led the group in the Pledge of Allegiance at 7:01 pm

Roll Call2. 
Motion by Ron Elton for Toni Scott to serve as acting chair for tonight’s meeting. 2nd by Brad Bartholomew.
All in favor. The motion passed unanimously.
Toni Scott, acting chair called the meeting to order at 7:02pm. Roll call was taken showing Curtis 
Beckstrom, Ron Elton, Andy Stetz, Brad Bartholomew and Toni Scott.

Minutes3. 
Approval of the Minutes from the September 4, 2024 Planning Commission MeetingA. 

Agenda Attachments
1. September 4, 2024 Planning Commission Meeting Minutes_R1.pdf

Ron Elton made a motion to delay the consideration for approval of the minutes of September 
4th until such time as they can see the amendments to our policies and procedures. They were 
significant, and he thinks that it would be appropriate to see how they all fit together. I think we 
need to look at those before they approve those minutes and amendments. He stated that 
there was discussion on who could add items to the agenda & he gave a motion that a four-
person planning commissioner signature requirement be changed, so only two members of 
the planning commission could add items to the agenda along with the chair and the 
development department. He asks the development department to put that item on the 
agenda again for consideration to change it back to two people. His motion is to delay the 
consideration of the minutes until the next meeting until he can see the full policy and 
procedures as they come together. 2nd by Curtis Beckstrom.
All in favor. The motion passed unanimously.

Conditional Use Permits4. 
CUP 2024-119; Conditional Use Permit for private recreational park and camp or resort, Trish A. 
DuClos

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: CUP 2024-119

Agenda Attachments
1. CUP 2024-119_Staff report_final.pdf
2. Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary_2024-119.pdf
3. Public Notice_Hearing_10 days_AMD CUP 2022-113.pdf

Trish DuClos, Planning Staff, summarized the staff report for CUP2024-119. This is a 
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conditional use permit request for a private recreational grounds or private park resort which 
could include accessories supporting dwellings and dwelling complexes. The applicant has 
requested on his property, which is currently zoned R-5, and he has just under 90 acres that he 
can do a private camp area. Most of it would be dry camping. He did provide a little section in 
his plan that would give people electricity small cabins. But just port a potty, no septic hooked 
up. Just a small section, maybe 2 or 3. A couple of areas with cabins, a couple of areas with 
tents and possibly RVs. His overall plan is to do a riding arena to do lessons.

Ron Elton asked if there would be actual toilets in lieu of port a potties. Trish said that he has 
an area carved out for that. It would be handled by the health department if they are connected 
to the septics in that area. He is requesting a couple of areas with cabins, a couple of areas 
with tents or possibly RVs on his property. His overall plans are to do a riding arena, possibly in 
the future, where he can do lessons.

Toni asked if this is in addition to the three arenas that he already has. Trish said that the 
arenas and barns that he has would be part of his business, so if people that come for the 
weekend or out of state come riding, he would offer lessons. He would let them stay on the 
property.
Toni asked what they were voting for today. Trish stated that they were voting for the use of his 
private recreational camp resort, what is on the site plan. Trish stated that they can, up to their 
discretion, put a cap if he wants to grow larger than that.

Rachelle Custer, Community Development Director, stated that they are voting on the use. Not 
the site plan. They are voting on the use as to whether he can have a private recreational 
facility at this location. They can put a cap on the number of spots. But they are not approving 
the site plan. They are voting on the use. 
 
Toni stated that you can’t fit 10 horse trailers on .25 acres that is stated on the CUP. Trish 
stated that when you do a CUP it encompasses the entire property. It doesn’t limit what areas 
you go to unless you specifically say in your CUP. It is hard to do that because it will be spread 
out. She doesn’t know how you are going to regulate all of that. Her suggestion is to put a cap 
on how many camp spots he can have on the property. The CUP is for the land. They aren’t 
going to know what part of the land is going to be used for what.  

Brad Bartholomew asked if they will be going to be seeing a site plan or are they only 
approving the use, and the site plan gets approved by staff. Trish said they will not be seeing a 
site plan. The site plan gets approved by all the other agencies; fire, health, engineering, we do 
an agency review meeting to make sure all those codes are met with whatever they have. Only 
the concept plan that he provided is what they’re going to see.

Rachelle stated that the Planning Commission has tabled CUP’s before, until the site plan is 
approved if they are really worried about what the site plan is going to look like.

Toni stated that she is worried because the property comes off three different roads. Trish said 
that this one is kind of tricky. Normally, the site plan would go first, but with this property being 
so large, the applicant wanted to do this one first so he could adjust and send all the 
conditions to his engineers to do the sideline stuff. If they have conditions they want to put on 
the property and things they want to see on the site plan, they can table it until they see it on 
the site plan. Andy Stetz stated that he is concerned regarding the different wordings on the 
application. The total acres and parcel is approximately 90 acres and the areas occupied by 
this use is .25. Trish stated that the CUP would be approved for the entire property. That is just 
what the applicant put in there, it is just a concept plan.

Toni Scott opened to public hearing. No public comment. Toni Scott closed the public hearing.

Ron said that his condition is that it be centrally located, and a specific footprint. He said that it 
should be required that it should be centrally located, 2 acres, 5 acres, whatever it is. He knows 
that .25 is not realistic. He said that Toni’s idea of delaying this until the applicant presents a 
specific site plan is a good idea.
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Ron suggested tabling this request until the applicant presents a specific site plan. Come back 
with a site plan that includes sites that are centrally located as well as the number of sites, 
including all conditions, quiet hours, as they are going to be occupying this 24 hours a day. The 
applicant did propose quiet hours but didn’t say what they were.

Ron Elton motioned to table this until a site plan has been submitted and requested that a site 
plan include conditions listed in his application. More specific details are needed in his 
application, such as no retail sales, access, dustless roads, and quiet hours, as they will be 
occupying this 24 hours a day. Come back with a site plan that includes all of his conditions 
specified and our standard conditions.  2nd by Curtis Beckstrom.
All in favor. The motion passed unanimously.

AMD CUP 2022-113; Amendment to Conditional Use Permit for private kennel, Trish DuClosB. 

PUBLIC HEARING AND MOTION: AMD CUP 2022-113

Agenda Attachments
1. AMD CUP 2022-113_Staff report_final.pdf
2. Planning_Commission_Agenda_Summary_2022-113.pdf
3. Public Notice_Hearing_10 days_AMD CUP 2022-113.pdf

Trish DuClos, Planning Staff, summarized the staff report CUP 2024-113. This amendment is 
to have more litters. This already has an approved CUP for this property to have a private 
kennel that allows them to have 15 dogs at one time with the condition that they have one litter 
every 2 years, because our current zoning code does not allow a breeding or boarding kennel in 
that area. This is brought up because of multiple complaints of the dogs barking and causing a 
nuisance in the area. The complaint that is attached to the staff report was sent in 
anonymously. They are not compliant with one litter every 2 years. They have exceeded far 
more than that. There are at least ten to eleven litters per year.

Toni asked if the breeder was staying with the 15 dogs. She said that it says that they are 
keeping one from every litter. If that is the case, it is 12 dogs. Trish states that the response 
letter states that they don’t always keep a dog from every litter. It explains that a lot of the dogs 
when they get tested, they are not fit for certain things, they have a lot of different categories 
they put their dogs in and a lot of them are not fit. They don’t keep one from every litter. They 
also do get them from other places, to keep their show dogs up. It is online, and they do 
register the dogs online. The older dogs seem to come and go depending on certain 
conditions or aspects. Her request isn’t to just keep a higher dog number, it is to have more 
litters. Trish said that her opinion is that the applicant is running a commercial operation. They 
are selling these dogs. They have many litters a year. They are not complying with the law of 
every two years and so that is a condition we placed on them. Trish said that we were trying to 
allow them, if a dog died, they could keep up those numbers. That is what they had requested, 
but it is still breeding, which is not allowed in that zone.

Ron Elton asked how the conditional use permit allows breeding if the ordinance doesn’t. Trish 
stated that there wasn’t a clear definition of what breeding would be, to keep their private dog 
numbers up instead of letting them all pass away. At the time, the Planning Commission felt 
that it was a fair compromise. Trish said that it could still be considered breeding.

Toni said they looked at the definition on the internet and personal was a litter every couple of 
years. Ron Elton asked if it was specified that this was for personal. Toni and Trish both 
confirmed that yes, this was for personal uses only. Trish said that they can only have four in 
that zone right now, so to exceed those four numbers, that is what a private kennel would allow 
them to have.

Ron said that Trish indicated that they were selling them. He asked if they acknowledged that 
they were selling them. Trish said yes, they do say in their letter that they sell them. They are 
claiming the sale of the dogs isn’t recouping the cost of what it costs to keep them.

Toni asked if Trish had gone out, if she is code enforcement. Trish said that yes, she is still 
code enforcement. Over the course of the two years that they have been there, she has gone 
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out many times, she would say at least 10 times in the past 2 years, because she has gotten 
complaints about the dogs. She states that the property is very clean, there are no piles of 
poop anywhere. She has only seen the dogs one time. When she went out, she would go in the 
afternoons, which was the hottest part of the day. One time when she was there, the dogs were 
outside in their kennel by the street, and she heard them barking. The applicant did suggest 
that they would move the kennel around the back. Trish said that she didn’t know if that would 
help. The applicant has stated that the dogs' bark boxes have been removed. Trish said that 
you can still hear a very dark barking that they have. Trish stated that the sheriff had also gone 
out because they handle the nuisance side of things. They have talked to the owners and have 
heard the dogs barking on multiple occasions too and have reached out to Trish to find out 
how many dogs they actually have.
Toni states on page 33, item 18 that it says pregnant as June 3rd, so if she has two dogs, which 
she assumes there are seventeen dogs down below, she thinks she has more. She asked Trish 
if that was correct. Trish states she doesn’t know and couldn’t verify how many dogs they have 
there because they are usually not home when she goes around. Toni says puppies we give 
them until 12 weeks. Trish confirmed four months.

Ron asked what they were specifically asking for, because they already have a kennel permit. 
Trish said that they want that condition of one litter every two years amended. It doesn’t 
specify how many litters they would like to have. She would want the whole condition to be 
taken off. The applicant's request would be to do away with that condition, but our code does 
not allow breeding kennels in that zone. Trish did explain this to the applicant. Trish said that 
she doesn’t know if their next request is to change the zoning code, but that is the option the 
applicant has, to change that to allow breeding in that zone. They just wanted to exhaust this 
section first.

Curtis Beckstrom said that after reading the statement, which was 3 ½ pages, he saw a lot of 
contradictions. The applicant has already not followed the rules in the past and has had Trish 
and others go out in the past to see what was going on. He stated that he was not inclined to 
approve this.

Toni Scott opened public hearing. No public comment. Toni Scott closed public hearing.

Toni asked if there were any other discussions.

Brad Bartholomew said that in the letter she says next door there is another kennel. He asked 
Trish if she had complaints about them. Are they following the same procedures? Trish said 
that Rush Lake Kennel, which is there, had been there a long time, way before her. They are a 
boarding kennel. She doesn’t know what the code was before that. She doesn’t know how they 
got that, but right before this last one was approved, the first time there was one just up the 
street from Rush Lake, even, that asked the same thing so they could keep more dogs, 
because they do hunts and things, so they needed more than four dogs allotted. She has not 
received any complaints regarding them. She hasn’t ever seen the dogs out.

Toni Scott made a motion to deny CUP 2022-113 amendment. 2nd by Curtis Beckstrom.
All in favor. Motion passed unanimously.

Rachelle Custer addressed chairman Scott after the motion passed and stated that we can 
notify the applicant, and we can revoke her CUP if they are not following the conditions. Ron 
asked if enforcement by the county attorney’s office would work. Rachelle stated that it would 
possibly be the notification, but she thinks that we should revoke the CUP first and then, if she 
continues to violate, we go that route. Trish stated that she sent the applicant code 
enforcement letters, and that is what triggered this, so the applicant could try to come into 
compliance. There is already a case that is ongoing. If she doesn’t comply, then we will move 
forward.

Planning Commission Comments5. 
Adjournment6. 

Motion to adjourn by Toni Scott.
Time of adjournment 7:30pm.
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Conditional Use Summary and Recommendation 
Public Body: Tooele County Planning Commission  Meeting Date: November 13, 2024 
Parcel ID: 16-024-0-0022 
Current Zone: RR-5 (Rural Residential, 5-Acre Min). 
Property Address: 2483 N Mountain Glen Rd 
Unincorporated: Tooele 
Request: Conditional Use Approval for Detached Accessory Housing Unit 

Planners: Trish DuClos 
Applicant Name: Todd Hinton 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Todd Hinton is requesting a conditional use permit for a detached accessory dwelling unit (ADU).  The ADU is 
just under 1,495 square feet in size and complies with all updated ADU codes.   

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION (see attached map) 

The subject property is located in The Ranches Subdivision just East of 
Droubay Rd.  The property is 4.71 acres in size and is located in an RR-5 
zone (Rural Residential, 5-Acre Min).  It is surrounded by properties in 
the RR-5 zone.  

LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS (RR-5 Zone, Detached Accessory Housing Units) 

Requirement Standard Proposed Compliance Verified 

Height 

Regular building height is 35 Feet. 
The height of the detached ADU 
must not exceed the height of the 
primary dwelling. 

ADU – 15’ 
House – 26’ Yes 

Front Yard Setback (same as 
Main Building) 30 Feet 100+ Feet Yes 

Rear Yard Setback (accessory 
buildings) 10 Feet 275+ Feet Yes 

Side Yard Setback (accessory 
buildings) 10 Feet 65 Feet and 200+ Feet Yes 

Lot Coverage 10 % 4.8% Yes 

CUP 2024-133 

Planning and Zoning  
47 S. Main Street ∙ Room 208 ∙ Tooele, UT 84074 
Phone: (435) 843-3160 ∙ Fax: (435) 843-3252 
https://tooeleco.org/government/county-departments/community-development/ 
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 Request: Conditional Use Approval for a Detached Accessory Housing Unit                             File #:CUP 2024-133 
 

Conditional Use Summary  Page 2 of 3 

Lot Area 5 Acre 4.71 Acres (with allowed 
6% reduction) Yes 

ADU Code Table Requirements Compliance Verified 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.1 No more than one ADU may be 
located on any parcel Complies Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.2 
The primary dwelling must be 
occupied as the primary residence of 
an owner of record 

Complies  Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.3 
The detached ADU must be, or must 
be located in, a structure that is 
subordinate to the primary dwelling 

Complies Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.4 

The detached ADU cannot be 
converted to an autonomous 
dwelling and cannot be partitioned 
or conveyed separately from the 
primary dwelling 

 
 Will comply Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.5 
The detached ADU must use the 
same house number as the primary 
dwelling 

Complies Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.6 

Each studio or one bedroom 
detached ADU must have at least 
one on parcel parking space, which 
must be in addition to the parking 
space(s) required for the primary 
dwelling 

Has sufficient parking and 
large driveway. Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.7 

Each two or more bedroom 
detached ADU must have at least 
two on parcel parking spaces, which 
must be in addition to the parking 
space(s) required for the primary 
dwelling 

Complies Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.8 The detached ADU must not exceed 
1,500 square feet of gross floor area 1,495 square feet Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.9 

The exterior design (architectural 
style, construction, materials, 
colors, landscaping, etc.) of the 
detached ADU must be 
compatible with the exterior 
design of the primary dwelling 

Complies  Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.10 

The location of the detached ADU 
must not significantly impair the 
privacy, light, air, solar access, 
access, or parking of adjacent 
properties 

Complies Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.11 

The total of all structures on the 
parcel must not exceed the 
maximum building coverage allowed 
in the zoning district 

Complies Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.12 
The detached ADU must meet the 
setback requirements of the zoning 
district 

Complies Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.13 
The height of the detached ADU 
must not exceed the height of the 
primary dwelling 

Main home is 26’.  
ADU is 15’. Yes 
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 Request: Conditional Use Approval for a Detached Accessory Housing Unit                             File #:CUP 2024-133 
 

Conditional Use Summary  Page 3 of 3 

 
Compatibility with existing buildings in terms of size, scale and height. Yes 
Compliance with the General Plan. Yes 

 
ISSUES OF CONCERN/PROPOSED MITIGATION 

Planning Staff has not identified any concerns.  
 

NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSE 

Planning staff has not received any neighborhood feedback on this item.  Any comments received after this staff 
report was submitted will be addressed to planning commission at the meeting.    
 

PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS 

Planning Staff has found that it is cohesive with surrounding uses, the Tooele County General Plan Update 2022, 
and the Tooele County Land Use Ordinance.  Proposed ADU complies with the updated ADU code (2022). 
 

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Tooele County Planning Commission makes a motion to grant approval for the 
conditional use permit for a detached accessory housing unit, subject to the following condition of approval:  
 

1. The applicant complies with the requirements outlined in Table 15-3.3(b)(1-16). 
2. Planning Staff record the required notice for the Table 15-3-3.3(b)(1-16) upon approval. 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.14 
No detached ADU may be rented for 
a period of less than 30 consecutive 
days 

Will Comply Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.15 
Detached ADUs must comply with all 
applicable building, health, and fire 
codes 

Will Comply Yes 

Table 15-5-3.3.b.16 

The county will record a notice 
stating that the parcel includes a 
detached ADU and that the 
detached ADU may only be used in 
accordance with the county’s 
regulations 

Will Comply Yes 
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     CUP 2024-133: Detached Accessory Housing Unit  
   2483 N Mountain Glen Rd, Pine Canyon, UT 84074 (parcel ID: 16-024-0-0022) 

RR-5 
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Subject 
Property 

 

RR-5 
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Untitled Map 
Write a description for your map. 
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keep away from

asphalt to avoid being
hit by snow plow . 

15" CULVERT UNDER
DRIVEWAY
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GENERAL NOTES

A. GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS, 
ROOF SLOPES, DIMENSIONS, LEVELS AND ASSEMBLIES PRIOR 
TO CONSTRUCTION.

B. SEE STRUCTURAL SHEETS FOR WALL AND ROOF STRUCTURE 
DESIGN.

C. OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO OBTAIN A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR 
ANY EXTERIOR SIGNS IN ACCORDANCE WITH CURRENT CITY 
SIGN ORDINANCE. 

SHEET NOTES

1. EXISTING HOUSE STRUCTURE. 
2. MATCH EXISTING EXTERIOR FINISH. FIBER CEMENT SIDING, 

PAINT TO BE DECIDED BY OWWNER. WHITE PAINT COLOR TO 
MATCH EXISTING.. 

3. NEW ROOF, SEE STRUCTURAL, SEE ROOF PLAN. 
4. EXPOSED CONCRETE TO RECIEVE BITUMINOUS FINISH COAT. 
5. CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL DRAINING GUTTER. 
6. HERCULES ROOF SYSTEM, CONTRACTOR TO SELECT AND 

CHOOSE TYPE W/ OWNER. REFER TO MANUFACTURERES 
SPECS. 

7. MECH AIR UNIT, AS NEEDED, MECHANICAL-SUB TO VERIFY. 
8. ELECTRICAL / GAS UTILITY / WATER LINE, MECH-SUB TO 

DECIDED BEST LOCATION BASED ON MECHANICAL DESIGN. 
9. WALL FRAMED SKIRT, FRAME OUT IN 2X (SEE STRUCTURAL), 

AND COVER IN MATCHING NEW HOUSE EXTERIOR FINISH. TO 
KEEP DEBRIS, AND OTHER ELEMENTS OUT OF.  

10. OVERBUILD, USE POLYCYANURATE INSUL TO OFFSET 
SHINGLES AS NEEDED. 

11. CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL GUTTER AND DRAIN SLOPED MIN 
1/4" ALONG ROOF FASCIA, AND DOWNSPOUT AWAY FROM THE 
HOUSE, SLOPE GROUND MIN 5 DEGREES AWAY FROM 
EXTERIOR WALLS. 

12. RAILING, TO BE DECIDED / COORDINATED BETWEEN 
CONTRACTOR & OWNER AS BEST FITS PROJECT. REFER TO 
ADA SPECS & OWNER'S JUDGEMENT FOR GUIDELINES. 

13. HOSE BIB  
14. VENT ROOF.100'-0"

GRADE

97'-6"

T.O. FOUNDATION

97'-6"

T.O. FOUNDATION

108'-0"

B.O. ROOF
BEARING

115'-0"
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C1
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SHEET DESCRIPTION:

DATE:

PROJECT #:
PROJ. MAN.:

CHECKED BY:

MARK

THE INFORMATION HEREIN IS THE 
PROPERTY OF SAROYA DESIGNS, INC. 
AND MAY NOT BE REPRODUCED 
WITHOUT WRITTEN CONSENT.© 2022 
SAROYA DESIGNS, INC.

A

1 2 3 4 5

B

C

D

SHEET:

PROJECT:

REVISION DATE

SAROYA DESIGNS, INC. 

317 628-6023   JMASIH@SAROYADESIGNS.COM   
9690 S 300 W SANDY 

UTAH 84070
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SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"A201
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GENERAL NOTES

A. GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL CONDITIONS, 
ROOF SLOPES, DIMENSIONS, LEVELS AND ASSEMBLIES PRIOR 
TO CONSTRUCTION.

B. SEE STRUCTURAL SHEETS FOR WALL AND ROOF STRUCTURE 
DESIGN.

C. OWNER IS RESPONSIBLE TO OBTAIN A SEPARATE PERMIT FOR 
ANY EXTERIOR SIGNS IN ACCORDANCE WITH CURRENT CITY 
SIGN ORDINANCE. 

SHEET NOTES

1. EXISTING HOUSE STRUCTURE. 
2. MATCH EXISTING EXTERIOR FINISH. FIBER CEMENT SIDING, 

PAINT TO BE DECIDED BY OWWNER. WHITE PAINT COLOR TO 
MATCH EXISTING.. 

3. NEW ROOF, SEE STRUCTURAL, SEE ROOF PLAN. 
4. EXPOSED CONCRETE TO RECIEVE BITUMINOUS FINISH COAT. 
5. CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL DRAINING GUTTER. 
6. HERCULES ROOF SYSTEM, CONTRACTOR TO SELECT AND 

CHOOSE TYPE W/ OWNER. REFER TO MANUFACTURERES 
SPECS. 

7. MECH AIR UNIT, AS NEEDED, MECHANICAL-SUB TO VERIFY. 
8. ELECTRICAL / GAS UTILITY / WATER LINE, MECH-SUB TO 

DECIDED BEST LOCATION BASED ON MECHANICAL DESIGN. 
9. WALL FRAMED SKIRT, FRAME OUT IN 2X (SEE STRUCTURAL), 

AND COVER IN MATCHING NEW HOUSE EXTERIOR FINISH. TO 
KEEP DEBRIS, AND OTHER ELEMENTS OUT OF.  

10. OVERBUILD, USE POLYCYANURATE INSUL TO OFFSET 
SHINGLES AS NEEDED. 

11. CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL GUTTER AND DRAIN SLOPED MIN 
1/4" ALONG ROOF FASCIA, AND DOWNSPOUT AWAY FROM THE 
HOUSE, SLOPE GROUND MIN 5 DEGREES AWAY FROM 
EXTERIOR WALLS. 
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Rezone Summary and Recommendation 
Public Body: Tooele County Planning Commission Meeting Date: November 13, 2024 
Parcel ID: 05-054-0-0043 and 0044 
Property Address: Not yet given. Unincorporated: Tooele 
Request: Rezone parcels from MU-40 (Mixed use, 40-acre min.) to M-G (Manufacturing, General). 
Planner: Trish DuClos 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Not Yet Received.   
Applicant Name: Charles Ackerlow with the Inland Port 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Charles Ackerlow is requesting a rezone from MU-40 (Mixed use, 40-acre min.) to M-G (Manufacturing, 
General).   This would be part of the already approved Inland Port Authority project.  

SITE & VICINITY DESCRIPTION (see attached map) 

The subject property is located off Burmester Rd just South of the I80 exit.  
It is surrounded on 3 sides by the Mu-40 zone.  Just East of it is an M-G 
zone. That same zone is part of the approved Inland Port area.  

ZONE CONSIDERATIONS 

Requirement Existing Zone (MU-40) Proposed zone (M-G) 

Height 35 Feet No max 

Setbacks 

Front: 30 Feet. 
Side: 20 Feet. 

Rear Main Building: 60 Feet 
Accessory Buildings: *10 Feet 

Minimum yard setback requirements shall be 
established in the conditional use permit or 

planned unit development approval, except that 
no commercial building shall be located closer 

than 50 feet to any residential district boundary 
line or to any street line which continues as 

frontage into a residential district, and providing 
they do not encroach on any easement. 

Lot Width 660 Feet No requirement 

Lot Area 40 Acre Minimum No requirement 

REZ 2024-122 

Planning and Zoning  
47 S. Main Street ∙ Room 208 ∙ Tooele, UT 84074 
Phone: (435) 843-3160 ∙ Fax: (435) 843-3252 
https://tooeleco.org  
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Request: Rezone from MU-40 to M-G                       File #: REZ 2024-122 
 

Rezone Summary  Page 2 of 2 

Maximum Building 
Coverage 5% No more than 50% 

Required 
Improvements 

Street grading; street base; on-site surface 
drainage facilities; culinary water facilities; 

wastewater disposal; and street monuments. 

Street grading; street base; on-site surface 
drainage facilities; culinary water facilities; 

wastewater disposal; and street monuments. 
 

Compatibility with existing buildings/lots in terms of size, scale and height. Yes 
 

GENERAL PLAN CONSIDERATIONS  

According to the future land use map of the Tooele County General Plan Update 2022, the subject property is 
located entirely in a manufacturing area.  The planning commission & County Council should determine whether 
or not the requested rezone fits the general area and General Plan.   
 

ISSUES OF CONCERN/PROPOSED MITIGATION 

The Department of Army Corps of Engineers have already identified and addressed the protected wetlands area.  
The traffic impact study includes Higley Rd as a point of access, when it should not be included.  Higley is not to 
used for the Inland Port traffic.  
 

NEIGHBORHOOD RESPONSE 

Not yet received.  Any comments that are received from the surrounding neighbors or affected entities will be 
addressed at the planning commission meeting. 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION RESPONSE 

Not yet received.    
PLANNING STAFF ANALYSIS 

Planning staff found the proposed rezone aligns with the Tooele County General Plan update 2022.  The traffic 
study states traffic will increase by 2,098 trips a day at opening day and 6,472 a day at full build out.  It includes 
Higley Rd as a through access street for the proposed development.  Higley Rd is not to be used for Inland Port 
access.  That pushes all truck traffic, wear and tear at one point off Burmester Rd.  Construction currently exists 
to widen Burmester at this intersection point to add acceleration and deceleration, and turn lanes. 
 
 

PLANNING STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Planning Staff recommends that the Tooele County Planning Commission analyzes the information provided in 
this Staff Report and attachments to ensure that the proposed rezone request would be compatible with 
existing residential uses and infrastructure in the surrounding area prior to making a recommendation to the 
Tooele County Council.  Make it clear that Higley Rd is not to used for Inland Port traffic.  
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REZ 2024-122: Rezone from MU-40 (Multiple Use, 40-Acre Min.) to M-G (Manufacturing, General). 
West of South Rim (Parcel ID: 05-054-0-0043 and 0044) 

MG 

MU-40 

MU-40 

MU-40 

Subject 
Properties 

 

MG 
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