
  

 

Synopsis 

Application Information 

Application Request: File #ZMA2025-07, an application to rezone approximately 28.65 acres of property 
located at approximately 3767 E 4100 N from the Agricultural AV-3 zone to the 
Agricultural A-1 zone. 

Agenda Date: November 24, 2025 
Applicant: Owner: Jason Boren; Representative: Chase Freebairn 
File Number: ZMA2025-07 
Frontier Project Link:  https://frontier.co.weber.ut.us/p/Project/Index/24348 

Property Information 

Approximate Address: 4015 N 2900 E and 3767 E 4100 N (Two Different Properties) 
Current Zone(s): AV-3 Zone 
Proposed Zone(s): A-1 Zone 

Adjacent Land Use 

North: Elk Ridge Estates Cluster Subdivision ~ Approx 3-Acre Average SFD Lots  
South: RMP Power Line Corridor and Liberty Meadows Subdivision ~ 1.5-2.5 Acre SFDs Lots 
East: Cottonwood Hills Estates ~ 1-Acre SFDs Lots  
West: Large Lot Agricultural  

Staff Information 

Report Presenter: Charlie Ewert 
 cewert@webercountyutah.gov 
 801-399-8763 
Report Reviewer: RG 

Applicable Ordinances 

§Title 102, Chapter 5 Rezone Procedures. 
§Title 104, Chapter 2 Agricultural Zones. 

Legislative Decisions 

When the Planning Commission is acting as a recommending body to the County Commission, it is acting in a 
legislative capacity which allows broad discretion. Examples of legislative actions are general plan, zoning map, 
and land use code amendments. Legislative actions require that the Planning Commission give a recommendation 
to the County Commission. For this circumstance, criteria for recommendations in a legislative matter require a 
review for compatibility with the general plan and existing ordinances. 

Summary and Background 

The applicant requests a rezone of two contiguous properties, approximately 28.65 acres, in the unincorporated 
Liberty Area from AV-3 (Agricultural Valley, 3-acre minimum) to A-1 (Agricultural, 40,000 sq ft minimum). The 
purpose of the rezone is to enable the later creation of ~1 acre subdivision lots. The property lies just outside the 
quarter-mile radius Liberty Village Area identified in the Ogden Valley General Plan. 

The proposal increases residential density without using TDRs, clustering, or agricultural preservation tools. The 
Ogden Valley General Plan has a strong recommendation against increasing density unless doing so advances 
other plan goals in a substantial way. Applying this recommendation, the proposed rezone is found to be 
inconsistent with the General Plan.   

Based on application of the decision criteria in Section 102-5 and the General Plan’s directives for growth and 
density, staff cannot make a positive finding that this rezone is consistent with long-term land-use policy for the 
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Ogden Valley. If the Planning Commission elects to forward a recommendation of approval, staff strongly advises 
incorporating conditions listed in the staff recommendation section of this report. 

Important note: the application includes a rezone request to rezone a separate 4.88-acre property located at 
approximately 4015 N 2900 E. The owner of that parcel, who is not associated with the applicant, requested removal 
of that property from this rezone request. Hence, this report evaluates only the 28.65 acre property.  

The basic framework of the report was generated using large language modeling, with context, relevance, 
corrections, specificity and recommendations provided by staff. 

Policy Analysis 

Context.  

The subject property is located at approximately 3767 E 4100 N (see Figure 1). Access to the future development 
is proposed to be provided by 4100 North. The subdivision’s concept plan also shows internal street connections 
to the east connecting to 3750 North and 3900 North in the Cottonwood Hills Estates subdivision. The subject 
property is flanked on all three sides by single-family residential lots.  

The Cottonwood Hills Estates subdivision to the east and the Liberty Meadows subdivision to the south were both 
created when the area was governed by the A-1 zone, prior to the area being downzoned to the AV-3 zone. This 
proposal is generally compatible with those development patterns.  

The Elk Ridge Estates Cluster subdivision to the north was platted using the three-acre AV-3 zone to enable smaller 
lots surrounded by open space for an average density similar to traditional development in the AV-3 zone.  

Properties to the west are currently large vacant agricultural properties. 

Rezone Procedures and Evaluation. 

Under §102-5, amendments to the zoning map are legislative and must be evaluated within the context of: 

1. Consistency with the General Plan 
2. Compatibility with surrounding land uses 
3. Suitability of the property for the proposed zoning 
4. Adequacy of facilities and services 
5. Public interest, including potential impacts 
6. The effect of the proposed change on the County’s long-term goals 

What follows is an evaluation of the request using these criteria. 

 

Figure 1: Aerial of Subject Parcels and Vicinity.  

 



  

 

   

Figure 2: Current Zoning Map and the Subject Parcels.  

 

Figure 3: Proposed Zoning Map and the Subject Parcels.  

 

 



  

 

Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with goals, objectives, and policies of the County’s general 
plan. 

On of the most important stables of the Ogden Valley General Plan is the guidance that zoning density increases 
should not occur unless it substantially advances another provision in the plan. This principle appears repeatedly—
woven through the Land Use chapter, Rural Character policies, and the community’s long view of growth 
management. 

Further, the plan directs existing density toward Village Areas, and supports smaller lots in or near village areas 
provided the increased density is offset by reducing density in other more rural areas of the valley. This helps the 
community guide growth to the village areas rather than allowing rural sprawl into agricultural or undeveloped lands 

The general plan emphasizes walkable and bikeable neighborhoods and connections between residential areas 
and village centers, reinforcing the idea that residential growth near villages should support active transportation 
and community connectivity. This suggests that new residential development near villages should not just be about 
density, but also about how well it is integrated into the village area’s fabric (roads, trails, open space). 

The plan calls for a village in the Liberty Area. Unlike the Nordic Area and Old Town and New Town Eden Areas, 
specific village planning for the Liberty Area has not yet occurred.  

A sliver of the western edge of the property is within a quarter-mile of the center of the Liberty Village Area, as 
illustrated on the Commercial Locations and Village Area map of the general plan (see Figure 4). The Liberty Area 
village is centered on the intersection adjacent to Liberty Park.  

Ways the proposal supports the general plan:  

 The site borders subdivisions with one-acre lot patterns, meaning the A-1 zone would be compatible with 
existing built form. 

 Connectivity improvements (extensions of 3750 N and 3900 N) support the Plan’s goals for inter-
neighborhood integration. 

 The property lies near a designated village area, which makes it an ideal density transition area. 

Figure 4: Quarter-Mile Radius Around Liberty Village Center. 

 

 



  

 

 

Ways the proposal conflicts with the general plan:  

 The general plan is explicit that increases in residential density outside of village areas should occur only 
through TDRs. 

 The rezoning from AV-3 to A-1 creates additional residential potential without increasing the rural residential 
character elsewhere in the valley.  

 The proposal does not include clustering, open-space preservation, or rural land protections recommended 
by the Plan. 

 

Whether the proposed amendment is compatible with the overall character of existing development in the 
vicinity of the subject property, and if not, consideration of the specific incompatibilities within the context 
of the general plan. 

The Cottonwood Hills Estates (east), Liberty Meadows (south), and Elk Ridge Estates (north) each contain one-
densities generally consistent with A-1 zoning. The proposed lot sizes are not incompatible with adjacent existing 
neighborhoods and would continue the transition from agricultural land to established residential neighborhoods. 

 

The extent to which the proposed amendment may adversely affect adjacent property.  

The proposal is unlikely to introduce notable nuisance impacts. Traffic from one-acre lots is generally light, and the 
east–west road connections substantially improve the area’s future grid connectivity. The Rocky Mountain Power 
corridor preserves separation from Liberty Meadows, and septic/well development is common in the area. 

Figure 5: Applicant-Proposed Concept Plan. 

 



  

 

 

The adequacy of facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, including, but not limited to, 
roadways, parks and recreation facilities, police and fire protection, stormwater drainage systems, water 
supplies, wastewater, and refuse collection. 

The area lacks centralized water and sewer, meaning increased density comes with watershed sensitivity issues 
and groundwater considerations under Health Department review. The application suggests that Eden Water and 
Mountain Sewer are the water and sewer authorities for the area – which is not accurate, but the application 
narrative has been amended to indicate that each lot will have its own well and septic system.  

The proposed road connections are generally adequate and beneficial for long-term circulation. The proposal is not 
anticipated to have substantial impact on police and fire protection or the typical refuse collection. Demonstration 
of successful storm water management and infrastructure will be required when a subdivision application is 
submitted.  

 

Whether proposed traffic mitigation plans will prevent transportation corridors from diminishing below an 
acceptable level of service. 

There is no anticipation that the proposal will overwhelm the local transportation corridors. If approved, the 
developer will be require to reconstruct 4100 North along the frontage of the development to provide greater width 
and pedestrian facilities.  

 

Whether the proposed rezone can be developed in a manner that will not substantially degrade 
natural/ecological resources or sensitive lands. 

Figure 6: Pathway Connection Opportunities. 

 

 



  

 

The property has historically been irrigated farmland and has no known sensitive areas.  

 

Staff Recommendation 

Based on application of the decision criteria in Section 102-5 and the General Plan’s directives for growth and 
density, staff cannot make a positive finding that this rezone, as proposed, is consistent with long-term land-use 
policy for the Ogden Valley. If the Planning Commission elects to forward a recommendation of approval, staff 
strongly advises incorporating the conditions listed below, which can be implemented in a development agreement: 

1. Any density increase over that of the AV-3 zone shall be provided by means of transferable development rights 
that follow the same rules established in the Form Based zone - Section 104-22-11.  

2. Dedicate and improve the development’s frontage on 4100 North Street to the same half-width standard used 
by the county for the recently constructed 4100 North connection to Fairways Drive, but with the paved pathway 
on the south (project) side of the street.  

3. Bury 4100 North’s existing overhead power for the frontage of the subject property. 
4. Coordinate with Rocky Mountain Power to construct a 10-foot wide paved public pathway within the power line 

corridor that connects from 3500 East and stubs eastward to the easternmost edge of the subject development; 
provide a 10-foot paved pathway connection along the easternmost edge of the development to connect 3750 
North Street to the power line corridor pathway. 

This recommendation is offered with the following findings: 

1. With the added conditions, the proposal serves as an instrument to further implement the vision, goals, and 
principles of the general plan. 

2. The proposal is consistent with development already in the vicinity.  
3. The proposal is not detrimental to the health, safety, and welfare of the valley residents.  

 

If the project is not changed to conform to the general plan, as provided in the above recommendation, then staff 
recommends denial of the rezone based on the following findings: 

1. The proposal is not supported by the general plan. 
2. The proposal fails to use transferable development rights as a means of increasing localized density. 
3. The proposal makes no meaningful public contributions. 
4. The area is not yet ready for the proposed changes to be implemented. 

 

Model Motion 

The model motions herein are only intended to help the planning commissioners provide clear and decisive motions 
for the record. Any specifics provided here are completely optional and voluntary. Some specifics, the inclusion of 
which may or may not be desired by the motioner, are listed to help the planning commission recall previous points 
of discussion that may help formulate a clear motion. Their inclusion here, or any omission of other previous points 
of discussion, are not intended to be interpreted as steering the final decision. 

Motion for positive recommendation as proposed by applicant: 

I move we forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for File #ZMA2025-07, an application 
to rezone approximately 28.65 acres of property located at approximately 3767 E 4100 N from the Agricultural 
AV-3 zone to the Agricultural A-1 zone. I do so with the following findings: 

Example findings for approval: 

1. The changes are supported by the General Plan. 
2. The proposal serves as an instrument to further implement the vision, goals, and principles of the General 

Plan 
3. The changes will enhance the general health and welfare of residents.  
4. [                              add any other desired findings here                                ]. 

Motion for positive recommendation with changes: 



  

 

I move we forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for File #ZMA2025-07, an application 
to rezone approximately 28.65 acres of property located at approximately 3767 E 4100 N from the Agricultural 
AV-3 zone to the Agricultural A-1 zone, but with the following additional changes, edits, and corrections: 

Example Conditions: 

1. Example: Approval is forwarded with the staff’s recommendations provided in this report.   
2. Example: Amend staff’s consideration item # [ ]. It should instead read: [     desired edits here ]. 
3. Etc. 

I do so with the following findings: 

Example findings for approval with changes: 

1. Example: Approval is forwarded with the staff’s recommended findings provided in this report. 
2. The proposed changes are supported by the General Plan. [Add specifics explaining how.] 
3. The proposal serves as an instrument to further implement the vision, goals, and principles of the General 

Plan 
4. The changes will enhance the general health, safety, and welfare of residents.  
5. [Example: allowing short-term rentals runs contrary to providing affordable long-term rental opportunities] 
6. Etc. 

Motion to recommend denial: 

I move we forward a recommendation for denial to the County Commission for File #ZMA2025-07, an application 
to rezone approximately 28.65 acres of property located at approximately 3767 E 4100 N from the Agricultural 
AV-3 zone to the Agricultural A-1 zone. I do so with the following findings: 

Examples findings for denial: 

 Example: The proposal is not supported by the general plan. 

 Example: The proposal is not supported by the general public. 

 Example: The proposal fails to use transferable development rights as a means of increasing localized 
density. 

 Example: The area is not yet ready for the proposed changes to be implemented. 

 [                              add any other desired findings here                                ]. 

Exhibits 

Exhibit A: Application Information. 
Exhibit B: Concept Plan.  
 

  



  

 

Exhibit A - Application Information. 



  

 

  



  

 

Exhibit B: Concept Plan. 
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Note: This plan is for illustrative purposes. Boundaries may be based on information obtained through public data and we can't confirm it's accuracy. It is
recommended that a boundary survey be performed to determine actual boundary size and dimensions as well as other potential boundary conflicts.

───────────────────────────────────────
CONCEPT TABULATIONS

TOTAL ACREAGE ±26.27 ACRES
CURRENT ZONE AV-3
PROPOSED ZONE A-1

LOT/UNIT COUNT 21
TOTAL DENSITY 0.8 UNITS/ACRE

1 inch =         ft.
( IN FEET )

GRAPHIC SCALE
0150 150 300

150

60075

ZONE & LOT REQUIREMENTS
ZONE A-1
MIN. LOT SIZE 40,000 SQFT
MIN. LOT WIDTH 150'
FRONT YARD SETBACK 30'
REAR YARD SETBACK 30'
INTERIOR SIDE SETBACK 10'; 24' BETWEEN BUILDINGS
CORNER SIDE SETBACK 20'

CITY STANDARDS
LOCAL STREET R.O.W. WIDTH 60'

───────────────────────────────────────
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