WEBER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

MEETING AGENDA

WEBER COUNTY

February 3, 2026

Pre-meeting 4:30/Regular meeting 5:00 p.m.

o Pledge of Allegiance
e Roll Call:

1. Minutes: 12/2/2025 and 12/9/2025

2. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda:
3. Remarks from Planning Commissioners:

4. Planning Director Report:

5. Remarks from Legal Counsel

Adjourn to Work session

WS1: A discussion on a rezone of the Willow Village development containing a mixture of townhomes and single-family
homes designed with pathways, water-wise landscaping, and optional commercial spaces.
Applicant: Selvoy Fillerup.

WS2: A discussion on a rezone of 14 acres of vacant land located at 3300 West 2550 South. The current zoning of the
property is Agricultural A-1; the proposal would change the zone to Residential R1-15.
Applicant: Scott Wynn, Project Manager: Felix Lleverino

WS3: A discussion on a development plan to change the zoning of a property at 1150 South 4700 West to the Form Based
Zone, and to amend the Street Regulating Plan to allow for the eastern 13.23 acres to develop as Multi Family
Residential, and develop the western 9.11 acres as Transit Oriented Commercial.

Presenter: Brett Jones with Basin Development

WS4: A discussion on a request to amend the Singletree development agreement to change the minimum side yard
setbacks from 12 feet to 8 feet and to change the side yard setback on a corner lot from 30 feet to 20 feet.
Presenter: Scott Lindsay, Project Manager: Felix Lleverino

WS5: A discussion on a Weber County Planning Staff-driven application to amend the Western Weber General Plan to
include text and maps from the Ogden Valley General Plan applicable to Unincorporated Weber County outside the
new Ogden Valley City boundary. The text and maps from the Ogden Valley General Plan will be added as an
addendum to the Western Weber General Plan.

Staff Presenter: Felix Lleverino

WS6: A discussion regarding a county-driven land use regulation text amendment to remove irrelevant provisions related to
the area that is now the incorporated Ogden Valley City, and to provide other clerical, administrative, clarification, and
technical code updates.

Staff Presenter: Charlie Ewert

The regular meeting will be held in the Weber County Breakout Room, in the Weber Center, 1st Floor,
2380 Washington Blvd., Ogden, Utah.

Public comment may not be heard during administrative items. Please contact the Planning Division Project
Manager at 801-399-8371before the meeting if you have questions or comments regarding an item.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary services for these meetings should call
the Weber County Planning Commission at 801-399-8371



Meeting Procedures
Outline of Meeting Procedures:
% The Chair will call the meeting to order, read the opening meeting statement, and then introduce the item.
%+ Thetypical order is for consent items, old business, and then any new business.
% Please respect the right of other participants to see, hear, and fully participate in the proceedings. In this regard, anyone who
becomes disruptive, or refuses to follow the outlined procedures, is subject to removal from the meeting.
Role of Staff:
¢ Staff will review the staff report, address the approval criteria, and give a recommendation on the application.
% The Staff recommendation is based on conformance to the general plan and meeting the ordinance approval criteria.
Role of the Applicant:

R/

+» The applicant will outline the nature of the request and present supporting evidence.
% The applicant will address any questions the Planning Commission may have.
Role of the Planning Commission:
% To judge applications based upon the ordinance criteria, not emotions.
% The Planning Commission’s decision is based upon making findings consistent with the ordinance criteria.
Public Comment:
% The meeting will then be open for either public hearing or comment. Persons in support of and in opposition to the application
or item for discussion will provide input and comments.
% The commission may impose time limits for comment to facilitate the business of the Planning Commission.
Planning Commission Action:
% The Chair will then close the agenda item from any further public comments. Staff is asked if they have further comments or
recommendations.
A Planning Commissioner makes a motion and second, then the Planning Commission deliberates the issue. The Planning
Commission may ask questions for further clarification.
« The Chair then calls for a vote and announces the decision.

Commenting at Public Meetings and Public Hearings
Public comment may NOT be heard during Administrative items, the Planning Division Project Manager may be reached at 801-399-
8371 before the meeting if you have questions or comments regarding an item.

Address the Decision Makers:
When commenting please step to the podium and state your name and address.
Please speak into the microphone as the proceedings are being recorded and will be transcribed to written minutes.
All comments must be directed toward the matter at hand.
All questions must be directed to the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission is grateful and appreciative when comments are pertinent, well organized, and directed specifically
to the matter at hand.
Speak to the Point:
Do your homework. Obtain the criteria upon which the Planning Commission will base their decision. Know the facts. Don't
rely on hearsay and rumor.
The application is available for review in the Planning Division office.
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Speak to the criteria outlined in the ordinances.
Don’t repeat information that has already been given. If you agree with previous comments, then state that you agree with
that comment.
Support your arguments with relevant facts and figures.
Data should never be distorted to suit your argument; credibility and accuracy are important assets.
State your position and your recommendations.
Handouts:
« Written statements should be accurate and either typed or neatly handwritten with enough copies (10) for the Planning
Commission, Staff, and the recorder of the minutes.
«+» Handouts and pictures presented as part of the record shall be left with the Planning Commission.
Remember Your Objective:
% Keep your emotions under control, be polite, and be respectful.
+ Itdoes not do your cause any good to anger, alienate, or antagonize the group you are standing in front of.
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OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION December 2, 2025

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Ogden Valley Planning Commission for December 2, 2025. Pre-meeting — 4:30 p.m./ Regular
Meeting commencing at 5:00 p.m.

Ogden Valley Planning Commissioners Present: Jeff Barber (Vice Chair), Jeff Burton, Bryce Froerer, and James (Jim) Morgan,
Laura Warburton

Excused: Janet Wampler (Chair), and Commissioner Heidi H. Gross

Staff Present: Rick Grover, Planning Director; Charlie Ewert, Principal Planner; Felix Lleverino, Planner; Tammy Aydelotte,
Planner; Courtlan Erickson, Legal Counsel; Marta Borchert, Office Specialist.

o Pledge of Allegiance
e Roll Call: Vice Chair Barber conducted roll call indicated Chair Wampler and Commissioner Warburton were xcused; all other
Commissioners were present.

Vice Chair Barber noted that the Commission has received requests from applicants to reorder the items on tonight’s agenda; he
noted the applicant for agenda item 1.1 could not be in attenance at 5:00 p.m. and they have asked that their item be moved to
the bottom of the agenda. He called for a motion to amend the agenda accordingly.

Commissioner Froerer moved to amend the agenda to hear the items in the following order: 1.3, 1.4, 1.2, and 1.1. Commissioner
Warburton seconded the motion, all voted in favor.

1. Legislative items:

1.3 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. Applicant Representative: Chase Freebairn; Staff Presenter: Charlie
Ewert

The applicant, Jason Boren, presented the request, explaining his father purchased the subject property in Liberty in 1971 and
had owned it for more than 50 years. His father, who was an English teacher in the Weber School District, superintendent of
Weber District Schools, and worked for the state board of education, built a log cabin on the property and his family wishes to
rezone the property from AV-3 to A-1 to allow family members to build homes there. He noted that the property was originally
zoned AV-1 before being downzoned to AV-3, and that adjacent properties to the west have been zoned A-1. Mr. Boren
emphasized that the land was flat and suitable for development, mentioning that it was not in an area with risk for floods or on a
slope with development challenges. He argued that the request was reasonable considering Utah's projected population growth
of 2 million in the next 20 years. He also addressed potential minimal effects on traffic as indicated in the staff report and
requested guideposts from the Commission on how the family could proceed if the application were denied. He also
acknowledged inaccuracies in the original application due to miscommunication with a friend who helped submit it, and he
apologized for those errors.

Principal Planner Ewert provided staff’s analysis of the application, explaining that in 1998, the valley experienced a "down zone"
from 1-acre to 3-acre zoning. He noted that the property was not within a designated village center but was at the edge of one.
Mr. Ewert showed maps of existing development patterns in the area, with larger lot residential surrounding the property. He
explained that the general plan strongly recommends against increasing density unless it advances other planned goals in a
substantial way. He concluded that 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.
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OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION December 2, 2025
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.

Commissioner Burton questioned staff’s assessment that the proposal is not consistent with the General Plan, highlighting that if
they were starting with a clean sheet of paper, the area might indeed have a higher density than the currently mandated 3-acre
lots because of its proximity to a village center. He proposed that the rezone could potentially align with the Plan's concept, which
envisions a gradual decrease in density moving away from village centers. This concept would essentially allow for higher density
closer to the village areas, with density reducing progressively as the distance from the village center increases. He pointed out
that the existing 1-acre zoning adjacent to the property is further from the node’s center than the area in question, suggesting
that the rezone would be consistent with a natural pattern of density transition. Commissioner Burton remarked that this plan
could advance the goals of the General Plan in a meaningful way, implying that the zoning change could potentially be considered
in line with the overall vision for managing growth and maintaining rural character, provided that it respects the designated
transitions between higher and lower-density areas.

Mr. Ewert expanded on Commissioner Burton's perspective by highlighting that the existing zoning pattern, featuring 1-acre lots
further from the node's center compared to the property under discussion, suggests a scenario conducive to more compact
development closer to village center. He acknowledged the possibility that the rezone request could reflect a logical extension of
the village center, consistent with the General Plan's intent to navigate density transitions thoughtfully. He framed the matter as
a policy decision, inviting the Commission to deliberate whether the rezoning here would genuinely align with reinforcing orderly
growth and maintaining the rural character in harmony with surrounding densities.

Commissioner Burton questioned how the proposal's transition pattern around density aligns with the supply and use of water
wells if the 1-acre zoning around the current parcel already proves challenging due to available water resources. He pointed out
that while a density gradient towards village centers could be beneficial, practical limits may exist due to the local carrying
capacity, thus affecting the feasibility of managing wells and overall infrastructure. Mr. Ewert discussed that any potential shift
towards higher density would need thorough evaluation of water availability, particularly concerning private wells that serve
properties dependent on localized sources. Such an evaluation should balance the intention of zoning transitions with real-world
infrastructure limits, ensuring that progressive patterns do not arbitrarily stress or overwhelm existing resources.

Vice Chair Barber invited public input.

Kevin Parson stated that the General Plan's main concept was "no more density" and that density increases should only come
through transfer of development rights (TDRs).

Jeannie Wendell voiced concerns about water availability and wells, highlighting her apprehension that any additional

development could impact the existing water table and quality, given the strain they already feel on water resources within the
community.
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Eric Rex discussed slope considerations, noting that while the north portion of the property was flat, the southern portion had a
significant slope. He emphasized that once green space is developed, "there's no clawing it back," and urged careful consideration
of the application.

Rosemarie Hyde expressed her concerns about the potential impact of increased development on the Ogden Valley, specifically
regarding water drainage, traffic, and adherence to the master plan. She began by noting that her father purchased their property
nearly 70 years ago, and they have seen many changes over the decades. She emphasized the commitment her father had to
stewarding the land and developing trails, reflecting their family's longstanding connection to the area. She reflected on the
accelerating traffic issues in recent years, highlighting that the valley is a "bowl!" that can only handle so much development before
resource strain, such as on the roadways and water systems, becomes overwhelming. She stressed the importance of considering
water drainage and traffic in future planning decisions, as these issues have vastly increased the area's original capacity for
supportive infrastructure.

Miranda Menses explained that the land was downzoned from AV-1 to AV-3 in 1998 specifically because septic systems needed
to be spaced out, noting that calculations at that time showed they were seeking to get to a 6-acre average density in the area.

Cal Stevens expressed concern about wells and septic tanks, noting he lived in the Willow Jones subdivision and had a well because
he could not gain access to Liberty Water. He worried about pollution and water depletion as a result of allowing additional wells.

Ron Gleason pointed out that the AV-1 zone is not listed in the Ogden Valley General Plan and questioned how a rezone could be
approved for a zone that does not exist in the Valley.

Vice Chair Barber closed the public input period.

Mr. Boren responded to the concerns raised during the public input period. He acknowledged and appreciated everyone's
comments and concerns, stating that his family takes them seriously. He pointed out that many concerns focus more on the
potential future development rather than the requested zoning itself; obtaining a rezone would not automatically allow
development, and, instead, his family would pursue a whole development process overview once the zoning change is approved.
He requested not to delay the zoning decision until the new government takes office, urging the Commission to approve the
rezone to enable productive use of the property. Mr. Boren assured everyone that future development plans would address the
issues raised, such as water, traffic, and septic systems, through thorough studies and community engagement. He noted his
family owns 94.5 shares of secondary water and there is sufficient water for the property. He highlighted the family's long-standing
connection to the valley since 1971 and asked the Commission to consider reasonable use of the property in meeting both the
family and community needs. Finally, he thanked everyone, including the Commission, for the thoughtful consideration and
emphasized the land's appropriateness for development due to its history and potential.

Commissioner Warburton moved to recommend denial of ZMA 2025-07 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, citing inconsistency
with the general plan, which took years to develop; increasing density on the property violates a fundamental principle of the
general plan. Commissioner Morgan seconded the motion.

Commissioner Burton referenced Mr. Gleason’s comments about whether the AV-1 zone exists in the Ogden Valley. Legal Counsel
Erickson specified that the AV-1 zone does exist within Weber County, and Mr. Ewert noted that any County zone is available for
rezone petition, though the petition must align with the General Plan.

Commissioner Warburton clarified that the motion to recommend denial is based purely upon the fact that the requested rezone
will increase density and that is a clear violation of the General Plan.

Vice Chair Barber emphasized a focus on the primary tenant of the General Plan, which is not to upzone properties—a significant
consideration, given the broader goals of managing growth and sustaining rural character. He underscored that the absence of
upzoning since the implementation of the General Plan signified a strong commitment to these principles. While acknowledging
the potential of the project to align with a natural density transition near the Village center, he stressed the importance of
adhering to the Plan’s guidelines. Vice Chair Barber suggested that this proposal might be more appropriately assessed by the
new city government once they have established their own planning and zoning framework.

APPROVED 3



OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION December 2, 2025
Vice Chair Barber called for a vote on the motion to recommend denial of the application. Commissioners Burton, Froerer,
Morgan, Warburton and Vice Chair Barber voted aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 5-0). Commissioner Gross and Chair Wampler
were not present when this vote was taken.

1.4 ZDA2025-11: an application to amend the Wolf Creek Development Agreement as it applies to property located at
approximately 3301 N Wolf Creek Drive. The amendment will enable the creation of a park and ride lot and related uses to
serve the Powder Mountain Ski Resort. Applicant Representative: Olga Mariasina; Staff Presenter: Charlie Ewert

Beth Hodson from Powder Mountain presented the application to amend the Wolf Creek development agreement to allow for a
park and ride lot. She explained that they had introduced the plan to stakeholders in October and made changes based on
feedback received. The proposal included a parking facility with related amenities designed to support Powder Mountain resort
operations. Ms. Hodson stated they were requesting approval now, rather than waiting for the new city, because the plan would
be the same either way. She explained that the facility would be a key piece for successful operation of the resort and its
relationship with the community. Ms. Hodson addressed the location question, explaining that the site was chosen because it's
on a major highway with great access, and would serve as an anchor for the relationship between the resort operations and the
community. When questioned by Vice Chair Barber about alternative locations for the park and ride lot, Ms. Hodson stated that
getting people to use transit from locations further away (like Rainbow Gardens or the mouth of Ogden Canyon) had not proven
successful at other resorts. She explained that having a facility close to the destination was more effective at encouraging transit
use.

Principal Planner Ewert presented the staff analysis of the application, noting this was a legislative decision with no entitlement
to approval. He initially considered recommending denial based on traffic concerns but realized that denial would likely result in
continued use of existing facilities rather than moving parking to Ogden or Mountain Green. Mr. Ewert discussed several
considerations including:

e Traffic impacts, especially during peak hours, and the need for turning lanes and intersection improvements
Coordination with potential development across the street to create a four-way intersection
Potential impacts on neighboring residential properties, including visual impacts
The need for landscape controls and architectural standards
Environmental concerns related to Wolf Creek running along the western edge
The opportunity to include pathways along the power line corridor

Mr. Ewert concluded that after reviewing the proposal within the intended context of the Ogden Valley General Plan, it is staff’s
opinion that this rezone has the potential to help advance the vision and goals of the plan, provided the site is effectively screened
from view of the surrounding residential lots and provided sufficient voluntary community contributions. Provided adherence to
the following by means of a revised development agreement proposal, staff is recommending approval of the development
agreement amendment.

1. Site Design Review pursuant to Title 108, Chapter 1, and Title 108, Chapter 2 is required prior to final approval of
construction plans. The concept site plan, landscaping plan, and building designs shall be updated prior to Design Review
to provide for the following:

a. The proposed berms around the site shall be no less than six feet tall.

b. Site landscaping shall meet or exceeding County Code 108-2.

c. Sufficient minimum irrigation must be provided to the site to ensure compliance with landscape requirements.
Required vegetation to be water-wise drip irrigation.

d. Buildings shall comply with the minimum agrarian design standards found in the form-based zone, Code Section 104-
22-6.040.

2. Transportation mitigation:

a. Unless a trafficimpact study recommends more, at least a 1,000-foot center turn lane on SR-158 shall be constructed
by the applicant to the site’s entrance. If UDOT allows less, then the 1,000-foot center turn lane shall be escrowed
for no less than two ski seasons. If, at any time within the two-season period UDOT finds any part of the lane
necessary, the applicant shall construct the needed length, leaving the value of the remaining length in escrow for
the remnant of the escrow period. If after the escrow portion UDOT confirms that only a portion of the full length
of the lane is necessary, then the unnecessary portion of the unused escrowed funds shall be returned.

b. The applicant shall dedicate any ROW width necessary to accommodate the required improvements to UDOT.

If the Eden Landing Development is constructed on the east side of Highway 158, the applicant shall share the entire
cost for intersection improvements and any UDOT desired intersection traffic control devices with Eden Landing LLC

APPROVED 4



OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION December 2, 2025
(or successor/heir). The cost share shall be a ratio based on the total number of vehicles exiting/entering the high
to/from the east (Eden Landing LLC’s share) and to/from the west (Summit Mountain Holding Group’s share), or as
otherwise mutually agreeable by all parties (the landowners, the city, and UDOT).

d. Before submitting for a Design Review, fund and conduct a traffic impact study to determine the effect the new
intersection will have on existing and projected future traffic demand, including the demand related to the project,
the existing and new traffic patterns and volumes related to existing development in the area, and the traffic related
to the Eden Landing development, if applicable.

3. Community recreation:

a. An easement shall be granted along the Wolf Creek corridor for the 75-foot stream corridor setback. The easement
shall be for the purpose of drainage control and for the siting of a shared community pathway.

b. If permitted by the Wolf Creek Water and Sewer Improvement District, the applicant shall construct a paved pathway
that is no less than 10-feet wide through the WCWSID property, through the subject property, and along the power
line corridor in @ manner that connects River Drive to Willow Brook Lane in a general configuration as provide in
Figure 3 of this report or as otherwise negotiated by the affected landowners.

4. Any onsite wetlands shall be avoided and protected during construction.
5. Water and sewer agreements with WCWSID or an approved alternative shall be finalized before final Design Review
approval.

Staff’'s recommendation is offered with the following findings:
1. The proposed DA amendment supports regional recreation mobility without increasing regional traffic volume.
2. With berming, landscaping, and dark-sky compliance, the project can be compatible with surrounding rural-residential
uses.
3. The amendment aligns with the Ogden Valley General Plan regarding transportation, recreation, and environmental
protection.
Water and sewer can be provided upon coordination with WCWSID or another approved utility entity.
The DA improves compatibility through agrarian design standards and landscape requirements.
Wetlands and the Wolf Creek corridor are avoided and protected.
Trail connectivity and recreation amenities support community goals.

Nou ks

Commissioner Morgan inquired about the potential issues with having a single access point for the proposed parking facility.
Principal Planner Charlie Ewert addressed this question by noting that a single access point could pose significant challenges,
particularly for traffic turning left into the park-and-ride. To mitigate this, Ewert recommended considering the implementation
of a robust queuing lane to manage vehicle flow efficiently. He pointed out that current proximity issues with nearby roads, like
Patio Springs Road, also need careful consideration to avoid creating traffic congestion and safety hazards.

Vice Chair Barber opened the public hearing.

Jan Fullmer argued that the proposal would place an 800-spot parking lot in the densest populated area of the Valley and
mentioned safety issues. She expressed concerns about placing such a large parking facility in a residential area, potentially
exacerbating traffic congestion and creating significant safety hazards. Fullmer described the Valley's already high population
density, noting the developments of Eden Crossing and Cobabe Ranch, which has led to increased traffic and short-term rental
activities in the area. She highlighted the dangers posed by adding an 800-car parking lot to an area already dense with housing,
particularly during the winter months when visitors are unfamiliar with the region increase. Fullmer pointed to the Forest Service's
port ramp area as a more viable alternative location, noting that it was not in a residential area and was already slated for
significant expansion according to their master plan. This alternative could alleviate traffic issues without compromising the safety
and character of the community.

Sue Gingrich questioned why Powder Mountain needed additional parking when they couldn't fill their existing spaces. She
expressed her incredulity towards the scale of the proposed parking lot, emphasizing that the expansion seemed unnecessary if
the existing demand did not meet the current parking supply. She expressed her disappointment in the privatization of the
mountain.

Christine Craven, who lived at Moose Hollow with a view of the property where the proposed lot would be constructed, supported
using alternative locations to avoid expensive studies and road improvements needed to support the park and ride lot.
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Wardle Peterson, a 50-year resident of the area, described how the subject property floods during spring snowmelt and expressed
concerns about exhaust, noise, and nighttime activity associated with the proposed park and ride lot.

Gary Fullmer raised concerns about traffic congestion at the four-way stop near Eden Market. He highlighted that the congestion
was particularly problematic at peak times, especially when the ski mountain closes and cars are attempting to leave the area. He
suggested that adding a large parking facility, like the proposed 800-stall lot, would exacerbate the existing traffic issues and
pointed out the potential for increased delays and risks at the intersection. He underscored the need for a re-evaluation of traffic
management strategies in that area before proceeding with the development, advocating for a focus on how current congestion
could be mitigated rather than compounded.

Doug Jackson compared the project's scale to Valley Market's 52 spaces, questioning how 800 vehicles could be accommodated.
He highlighted the logistical challenge of managing such a large number of vehicles, drawing a sharp contrast between the existing
capacity at Valley Market and the proposed park-and-ride. Jackson expressed skepticism about the practicality and necessity of
such a vast parking facility, given the Valley Market's much smaller, yet bustling, parking scenario. He voiced concerns that the
sheer number of vehicles in the proposed plan would lead to overwhelming congestion and inefficiencies. Furthermore, Jackson
raised an environmental concern, arguing that the extensive lighting necessary for the parking facility would compromise the
valley's designation as a dark sky district. He suggested that the facility's lights could generate significant light pollution, detracting
from the natural night-time environment that Ogden Valley residents deeply value. He concluded that the matter should be
considered when the newly formed city’s government is established.

John Gingrich stated it is hard to believe this proposal would benefit the new city or Ogden Valley in general; there is no real tax
benefit that will be provided to the Valley. Private Mountain intends to privatize a large portion of the mountain, and nearly half
of their season ticket holders will be gone and there will not be a need for this empty parking lot in the future, though it will create
an eyesore for the community that does not deserve it.

Don Stefanik stated he is representing himself and a fellow resident of Trappers Court; he read a ‘memo of protest’ from the two
of them regarding the Wolf Creek Master Development Agreement. The memo criticized the attempt to convert the AV-3 zoning
into a parking lot and vehicle maintenance facility, describing it as a low form of land utilization. The memo highlighted that the
AV-3 parcel was meant for specific uses related to Trappers Ridge and Wolf Creek Resort, focusing on maintaining open rural
spaces. The memo further expressed concerns about bad faith and speed in pushing for the amendment, suggesting that it
fundamentally violates the zoning expectations set for that land and could detrimentally impact the community's rural
environment. Mr. Stefanik then stated that his feelings about the proposal are not personal, but he is concerned about the list of
negative consequences that residents of the area will deal with if the types of improvements being proposed by Powder Mountain
are allowed to move forward.

Ryan Crabtree shared remarks opposing the proposal for a park and ride development, citing the potential negative impact on
the local community. He emphasized that trails and parking lots might sound appealing in concept, but in reality, they affect
quality of life for residents when such developments are implemented right in their view and environment. He argued that there
are viable alternatives to constructing new parking facilities, such as using existing infrastructure at local schools or the Forest
Service's land, suggesting these alternatives were preferable to paving open spaces within the residential area.

Kyle Coleman, whose property directly borders the proposed development, voiced significant concerns. Looking at the application
provided, he pinpointed numerous inaccuracies and omissions that, he believed, left considerable uncertainties about the
project's long-term impact on his property and the local community. He highlighted the lack of legally enforceable mechanisms
within the agreement which ensures the applicant's compliance with promised mitigations, such as landscape buffering or other
measures to protect the bordering properties' privacy and value. Additionally, he stressed the placement of high-density multi-
family units, in what is primarily a low-density area, presents a drastic and incompatible contrast to the character of the existing
area. This juxtaposed density, coupled with potential traffic, noise, and infrastructure demands, he warned, could set a
problematic precedent for unsystematic development broadly inconsistent with regional efforts to maintain orderly growth and
retain the area's rural essence. Mr. Coleman reiterated the general sentiment expressed by his neighbors during the hearing,
urging that these issues be thoroughly addressed before any approval is granted, to safeguard the character and livability of their
community.

Kelly Pendleton, representing Ogden City Economic Development, expressed appreciation for Powder Mountain’s collaborative
approach, noting their responsiveness to community feedback and meaningful changes implemented in the proposal. She
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highlighted the importance of the proposed project from both an economic development and safety perspective, suggesting it
would help reduce congestion, improve shuttle loading, and overall enhance safety on the road leading to the mountain. Ms.
Pendleton voiced support for the project, emphasizing that Powder Mountain's intent was to keep the mountain welcoming and
safely accessible to all residents and visitors.

Brady Ostler expressed opposition to the project. He noted he returned to the Valley after living in Chicago and he was
disappointed by the dramatic changes in the area. His intention was to give his children the same upbringing he had enjoyed in
the rural valley environment. He mentioned his choice of the neighborhood he decided to live in and raise his kids in was
influenced by the presence of other children and families. He urged the Commission to prioritize the needs of the children in the
area, arguing that having a large parking facility nearby would detract from the community's quality of life and the environment
he had hoped to provide for her family.

Rick Allen stated he lives directly adjacent to the proposed parking facility. He reiterated concerns about the detrimental impact
the development would have on the community and environment. He stated that while trails and parking might seem beneficial
in abstract terms, their reality differs when they are situated in one's backyard. He described how trails can lead to noise and
disturbances that were not initially considered.

Ron Gleason highlighted the importance of maintaining zoning integrity for the AV3 zone. He emphasized that AV3 is primarily
intended to preserve agricultural lands and support low-density residential development. Mr. Gleason expressed concerns about
the parking lot's lighting. He explained that the proposed parking lot would feature approximately 150,000 square feet of
pavement, with the ordinance allowing 2 lumens per square foot. This equates to roughly 250,000 lumens, which is similar to 250
hundred-watt light bulbs. While acknowledging that the lights would be shielded and downward pointing, he stressed the
substantial illumination level and recommended that lighting height be kept below any existing berms to minimize potential light
spillover into neighboring areas.

Carolyn Robertson stated she is speaking on behalf of herself and her neighbor, Lee Schiffman, as well as many other neighbors
and friends in the community who are stakeholders in this matter; she highlighted the adverse impacts she believed the
development would have on daily life, property rights, and property values of those living directly west of the proposed Wolf
Creek parking facility. She referenced the area designated for a pump track and expressed concern about the developer’s ability
to change recreational designation of that area at any point in the future by donating $25,000 to the Ogden Valley Parks Service.
The residents would prefer a park or recreational/open space at the site and is opposed to the developer’s ability to develop the
area for another use in the future. She recommended that no commercial development be allowed on the back portion of the
property and suggested the Commission request changes to the developer agreement accordingly.

Tina Allred stated she has a unique perspective on this application; she has been a professional driver since 2008, holding a
commercial driving license (CDL) and having served as the Transportation Manager for Powder Mountain for a period of time. She
provided insights from her experience when the ski resort switched from running its own buses to partnering with UTA. She noted
that back then, buses from Rainbow Gardens often reached full capacity before completing pickups in Wolf Creek and Moose
Hollow, necessitating multiple buses due to high demand. However, she suggested the current reduced ridership is likely a
consequence of elevated lift ticket prices and implemented paid parking measures. She expressed skepticism towards the
necessity of an 800-stall parking lot, especially if current capacity occurs far less frequently. Recognizing the significant congestion
already present when avalanche mitigation work causes road closures, and the associated backups extending to access points
such as 4100 North, she highlighted potential aggravation to these issues by the proposed development. She underlined the
impracticality of enforcing anti-idling measures, given similar unsuccessful attempts at settings such as airports. She ultimately
judged it unwise to approve the parking lot, leaning towards assembling attendees at the canyon's base to utilize bus services, a
successful practice currently seen in Little Cottonwood Canyon.

Eric Brian stated he lives directly north of the proposed development and is particularly concerned about the increased danger
from cars making left-hand turns around the downhill curve, noting that last time there was significant snowfall, he found five
holes in his fence from cars that had skidded off the road. He stated he has a clear view of the area and is worried about the
proposed lighting affecting the Valley’s dark skies. The snow's reflection and typical fog in the area would illuminate the entire
valley, disrupting the scenic quality residential value.

There were no additional persons appearing to be heard.
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Commissioner Warburton moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Morgan seconded the motion; all voted in favor.

Commissioner Morgan moved to recommend denial of CDA 2025-11, an application to amend the Wolf Creek Development
Agreement as it applies to property located at approximately 3301 N Wolf Creek Drive; the amendment would enable the creation
of a park and ride lot and related uses to serve the Powder Mountain Ski Resort. Motion was based on the finding that the
application is inconsistent with the Ogden Valley General Plan, incompatible with the intent of the AV-3 zone, and has the
potential to degrade the rural character, open space, and community values the Plan is intended to protect. Specific findings
supporting a recommendation of denial are as follows:

e The property is on AV-3, Agricultural Valley 3-acre minimum, and lies outside any designated village center, resort master
plan zone, or other high-intensity commercial mixed-use area as mapped in the General Plan.

e The proposed use of an approximately 800-stall parking facility and bus repair facility, which constitutes a high-intensity
use, is substantially more intensive than typical agriculture or low-density residential uses permitted in AV-3.

e The General Plan's community character vision explicitly describes the rural character of Ogden Valley as being defined
by open view corridors, agricultural lands, dark skies, clean air, and water abundant wildlife, and small villages in defined
locations.

e The General Plan states that physical development should complement, not overwhelm, or compete with the rural
character of the Valley.

e Bysituating a large parking facility and bus operation outside these mapped centers, the proposal would undermine the
Plan's goal of concentrating development where infrastructure and appropriate land use designations exist.

e  While the applicant suggests the park-and-ride will reduce traffic to the resort, the facility is only located 5 to 6 miles
from the resort base such that the public will still enter the Valley via existing corridors through Ogden Canyon, North
Ogden Divide, Trapper's Loop, and the Eden 4-way intersection. The proposal does not eliminate or reduce the number
of vehicles entering Ogden Valley by these primary access points.

e The proposal will increase traffic congestion on State Route 158 and may require another controlled intersection.

e The increased traffic, lighting, noise, and paved area associated with the 800-car lot and bus maintenance facility would
degrade the rural open space, dark sky, agricultural, and small village characteristics that the General Plan intends to
preserve.

e Because the proposed amendment and associated land use change is inconsistent with the adopted Ogden Valley
General Plan—specifically, the community character vision, the land use strategy, and the mapped pattern of growth—
it would represent a fundamental departure from the Plan's purpose of protecting rural character and concentrating
development in appropriate zones.

e The proposal would thereby overwhelm or compete with the rural character rather than complement it.

Commissioner Warburton seconded the motion, expressing disappointment in the answers received about alternative locations
for the proposed parking lot. She stated that the owners of Powder Mountain should be able to develop a solution that doesn't
harm the Valley and suggested locations at Rainbow Gardens, the lake, or at the bottom of Trappers Loop would be better options.

Vice Chair Barber called for a vote on the motion. Commissioners Burton, Froerer, Morgan, Warburton and Vice Chair Barber
voted aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 5-0). Commissioner Gross and Chair Wampler were not present when this vote was taken.

Vice Chair Barber supported the motion, noting that while he was a fan of Powder Mountain and had driven the road frequently,
he had concerns about big vehicles and safety issues. Commissioner Burton added that the General Plan does not support the
notion of the Ogden Valley becoming a staging area for a resort.

1.2 ZMA2025-06: an application to rezone approximately 10.66 acres of land located at approximately 3362 N 5100 E, from the
Agricultural Valley AV-3 zone to the Forest Residential FR-3 zone. Applicant Representative: Dana Farmer; Staff Presenter:
Charlie Ewert.

Rick Scadden presented his zone change application; he stated he feels the proposed project aligns with existing character and
established density patterns in the Wolf Creek planning area while enhancing connectivity. He argued that the project is
strategically located where similar density already exists and introduces little change in terms of character or scale. Mr. Scadden
stated that transferable development rights (TDRs) are available and identified, though not yet formally secured, and that he
would work with neighboring landowners to align roadways, utilities, and trails.
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After presenting his proposal, Mr. Scadden addressed questions from the Commissioners. Vice Chair Barber asked whether any
of the proposed units would be designed for workforce housing and inquired about potential pricing. Mr. Scadden indicated that
while the current plans did not specify workforce housing, it could be a consideration, with unit pricing potentially ranging from
the $400,000’s to $600,000’s. Vice Chair Barber was also interested in how parking and driveway lengths would be managed,
particularly addressing concerns about the spatial adequacy for vehicles at the proposed residences which are located on slopes.
Mr. Scadden confirmed that the units would feature setups to accommodate parking needs. Commissioner Warburton inquired
about the status of the transferable development rights (TDRs), which Mr. Scadden acknowledged were identified but not yet
formally secured; he did not want to proceed with the purchase until he is certain he is able to get approval of the zone change.
Commissioner Warburton stated that is unfortunate because rezone applications are dependent upon TDRs. Commissioner
Warburton also questioned the access arrangements through adjoining properties. Mr. Scadden stated that he had discussions
with the homeowners' associations (HOAs) and mentioned agreements but conceded that they were not finalized.

Principal Planner Charlie Ewert explained that the FR-3 zone is contiguous with other FR-3 zones in the area. He showed the site
layout with proposed access points to Highway 158, Moose Hollow, and the Ridges. Mr. Ewert noted that the project is outside
but near a Wolf Creek village area, which is not as well-defined as other village areas in the valley. He explained that the site is at
the edge of higher-density development to the north and northeast, with larger acreage lots to the south and west.
Mr. Ewert identified several issues with the proposal:

e The stream running through the property would require a 50-foot setback on both sides;

e  Wolf Creek Water and Sewer District and Eden Water Works had stated they would not serve the property;

e The proposed layout would need to be revised to accommodate the stream corridor; and

e Access to the Ridges would require navigating steep terrain.

Mr. Ewert concluded that after reviewing the proposal within the intended context of the Ogden Valley General Plan, it is staff’s
opinion that this rezone will help advance the vision and goals of the plan. Staff is recommending approval of the rezone. This
recommendation is offered with the following considerations, which are intended to be incorporated into a zoning development
agreement:
e Update the proposed development agreement to include the following:
O Zone reversion clause. If agreement expires the FR-3 zone expires and reverts to the AV-3 zone unless/until
renegotiations have occurred.
0 Increased density by Transferable Development Right only — the transfer to be executed prior to plat
recordation. Use the same TDR rules provided in the FB zone.
0 Updated concept plan and inserted design standards to provide for the following:
= Landscaping to buffer the large lots to the south and west.
=  The required stream corridor setback.
= Publicstreet connection from SR158 to Moose Hollow Drive. Street to include a 10-foot public pathway,
or if providing the same connections, the 10-foot public pathway can be placed through an open space
corridor on the property.
=  Moved location of SR-158 Pathway.
= 10’ paved pathway within the power line corridor, connecting it to the existing road base pathway in
the Eagles Landing development (the EDEN VALLEY DEVELOPMENT LLC property to the east).
= Unless required otherwise by UDOT, realign the street connection to HWY 158 to provide a four-way
intersection that aligns with the entrance to the Summit Mountain Holding Company’s property to the
west.
0 Require the following, excepting any specific detail refused by UDOT:
= |f the Powder Mountain Park-and-Ride is constructed on the west side of Highway 158, or any other
development occurs there, share the entire cost for intersection improvements and any UDOT desired
traffic control devices with Summit Mountain Holding Group, LLC (or successor/heir). The cost share
shall be a ratio based on the total number of vehicles exiting/entering the high to/from the east (the
applicant’s share) and to/from the west (Summit group’s share), or as otherwise mutually agreeable
by all parties (the landowners, the city, and UDOT).
=  Before submitting for a subdivision review, fund and conduct a traffic impact study to determine the
effect the new intersection will have on existing and projected future traffic demand, including the
demand related to the project, the existing and new traffic patterns and volumes related to existing
development in the area, and the traffic related to the Powder Mountain Park and Ride.
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= Unless the traffic impact study recommends greater improvements, at least install a right-turn pocket
from HWY 158 to the project. Move and reconstruct the SR158-adjacent pathway to provide no less
than a 10-foot buffer between the pathway and the highway’s asphalt surface. The pathway should be
no less than 10 feet in width. Publicly dedicate sufficient right-of-way width to accommodate for the
improvements.

Staff’s recommendation is offered with the following findings:

The proposal can meet the General Plan’s “no net new development rights” policy through TDRs.

Surrounding development patterns include high-density residential consistent with FR-3.

The project’s location near (within 0.4-0.6 miles) a designated village center can support village-oriented growth.

The request is a legislative action, and the County has broad discretion.

A negotiated development agreement is the most reliable way for both the county and the applicant to realize mutual
benefit.

e WNPRE

Commissioner Warburton asked whether the rezone, if granted, would run with the land or with the owner and if there was a
possibility for the zoning to revert back if the property was sold. Mr. Ewert explained that the rezone would run with the land, but
the County could include a zone reversion clause in the development agreement to ensure that if certain conditions or timelines
were not met, the zoning could revert to the previous designation.

Vice Chair Barber opened the public hearing.

Eric Brian expressed concerns about the proposed development, emphasizing issues related to density and the loss of rural
characteristics in the area. He noted traffic issues near the site, particularly at a makeshift four-way stop; he also expressed
concern about a ‘hammerhead’ in the road directly across from his kitchen window. He highlighted the presence of a stream along
the subject property line and noted the area is a common wildlife corridor that will be lost if the rezone and subsequent
development is approved. He urged denial of the project.

Christine Craven, a resident of Moose Hollow, expressed concerns regarding the potential zone change. She raised issues about
the impact on wildlife corridors, noting that the area serves as a crucial habitat and pathway for local wildlife. Christine also
highlighted the steep grades in the area, which could pose challenges for new development. Additionally, she underscored the
importance of groundwater resources within the valley, advocating for the completion of an environmental impact study before
proceeding with the zone change. Emphasizing the criticality of water resources, she strongly opposed the proposed zoning
change. She stated the TDR issue should also be addressed before the project moves forward.

Miranda Menses stated she is speaking as a representative of the Board of the Wolf Creek Water and Sewer Improvement District;
she emphasized the district's inability to provide water or sewer services to the proposed development, citing ongoing litigation
and capacity constraints. She stressed that offering services outside district boundaries is not feasible until resolving these internal
issues. In cases where the applicant might pursue well drilling within the proposed project area, Ms. Menses warned of potential
conflicts stemming from nearby existing water sources they are committed to defending vigorously.

John Gingrich expressed several concerns about the proposal; he claimed there is no local engagement or consultation regarding
development plans, pointing out that residents were not asked about the kind of development they wanted in Eden. The
developer has not contacted residents in Moose Hollow. He highlighted the failing intersection near the Valley Market,
emphasizing that something other than traffic lights is needed for resolution. He criticized the proposal for lack of planning and
infeasibility, noting that accessing necessary roads without appropriate or navigable infrastructure makes the plan seem rushed
and unrealistic.

Tina Allred stated she is the Eden Water Works President, and she provided copies of a letter from Eden Water Works’ legal
counsel regarding this matter. She noted that a rezone is a privilege and not a right and the Commission is not required to approve
it. Eden Water Works is unable to provide water to the project, and this will also have an impact on the applicant’s ability to secure
sewer service. She explained that the property contains two wells within 600 feet of an Eden Water Works source, and they would
"vigorously defend" their water source if the applicant pursued their own wells.

Ron Gleason referenced a potential landownership issue, as the land under the transmission lines where these facilities are
proposed may be owned by Rocky Mountain Power and not available for development without appropriate agreements. He
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indicated the application materials identify two different optional uses of the property under the transmission lines: pickleball
courts and boat/RV storage. He expressed concerns that the RV/boat storage does not comply with FR-3 zoning, which prohibits
such storage. He noted that FR-3 zoning requires that 40 percent of each lot must have open green space, which was not shown
in the concept plan. He pointed out that all other FR-3 zones are within Wolf Creek boundaries and were granted in exchange for
open space. He stated that the County’s land use ordinance indicates that TDRs are not allowed in the FR-3 zone; if the County
approves the zone change and allows TDRs, such action would be ‘spot-zoning’, which is inappropriate and should be avoided. He
stated that sewer infrastructure is required for the density that has been proposed. He concluded by addressing multiple
inconsistencies and unsupported claims in the proposal, urging adherence to zoning codes for responsible development.

Tina Allred referenced the Rocky Mountain Power property mentioned by Mr. Gleason; she presented a map highlighting the
property boundaries. The applicant’s materials are not an accurate representation of the condition of the property, which contains
a single-family home and is surrounded by other single-family homes. She recommended the Commission recommend denial of
the application. She noted that the residents who have opposed the project are contiguous to it.

Valerie Walker stated she owns property adjacent to the project and explained her family had moved there for the three-acre lots
and rural character; they had not anticipated potentially having 110-192 units next door. She expressed concerns about the effects
of the project on wildlife, dark skies, and property values.

Jan Fullmer raised concerns about safety issues related to the proposed development; she reminded the Commission that units
in the project could be used as short-term rentals (STRs), which has caused a great deal of concern in the Valley in recent years.
She then cited a past incident where a major natural gas line broke in the middle of SR 158. This event necessitated sending all
children home from school; however, parents were unable to access the area due to road blockages. She highlighted the high
density of development in the area and urged caution and consideration regarding emergency scenarios in the Valley, particularly
in winter, when there are many visitors unfamiliar with local conditions. She argued for allowing the new city to address these
concerns as part of a reconsideration of zoning proposals. She suggested that the density and traffic issues warrant a step back to
reassess safety plans and prevent potential disasters.

There were no additional persons appearing to be heard.
Commissioner Burton moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Warburton seconded the motion; all voted in favor.

Commissioner Morgan moved to recommend denial of ZMA2025-06: an application to rezone approximately 10.66 acres of land
located at approximately 3362 N 5100 E, from the Agricultural Valley AV-3 zone to the Forest Residential FR-3 zone, based on the
following findings:

1. Inconsistency with the General Plan: The 2016 Ogden Valley general plan states that the valley's character is defined by
rural open space, agricultural uses, low density residential areas, and compact village centers rather than dispersed
suburban style density. The plan states that new development should complement and not overwhelm or compete with
the rural character of the building, as higher intensity residential should only occur within designated village centers or
master plan resort areas, not on isolated parcels outside. The subject property is near, but not within, any defined village
boundary, and therefore, does not qualify for higher residential density under the land.

2. Incompatibility with AV-3 zoning intent: AV-3 zoning exists to preserve agricultural, protect open lands, maintain low
density development patterns. Under AV-3, the parcel would support a maximum of 3 dwelling units, 3 acres per
dwelling. rezoning to FR-3, enabling 110 multifamily residential units represents an increase of density more than 36
times the currently allowed density, which is fundamentally incompatible with the surrounding zoning purpose.

3. Transfer of development rights (TDRs) prohibited: While density increases via transfer of development rights may be
contemplated by the General Plan, this parcel is not located within a designated TDR receiving area under Weber County
code. Without eligibility as the receiving zone, the density proposed cannot be legally or procedurally achieved. The
Weber County Commission has defined specific TDR receiving zones for conformance to the general plan.

4. Road pattern conflicts: The proposed density represents a significant departure from the planned development of 33
residential sprawl along I-58 in an area not intended for urban or suburban level density. Allowing a large multifamily
project in this location would establish precedent for scattered developments contrary to the general plan's goals for
orderly, compact, and village centered growth.

5. Public interest and community character: the magnitude of the request density request of density increase would
produce impacts on traffic, emergency services, water waste infrastructure, and rural landscape that have not been

APPROVED 11



OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION December 2, 2025
contemplated by the general plan. Proposal would materially promote the world character protections that form the
foundation of the public plan.
Commissioner Burton seconded the motion. Commissioners Burton, Froerer, Morgan, Warburton and Vice Chair Barber voted
aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 5-0). Commissioner Gross and Chair Wampler were not present when this vote was taken.

1.1 ZDA2025-12, A request from Froerer Family Investment for a public hearing, discussion, and possible recommendation
regarding a development agreement to preserve development rights, timing of project development, and overall project
layout for approximately 19.32 acres, located at approximately 700 S 7900 E, Eden, UT, 84310 in the AV-3 Zone. Applicant
Representative: Ryan Froerer; Staff Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte.

**There will be no decision made on this item in this meeting. This is included on the agenda to allow for public comment
only (see posted public notice https://www.utah.gov/pmn/sitemap/notice/1040403.html). A recommendation to the
County Commission will be made at the December 9th Weber County Planning Commission Meeting.**

Planning Director Rick Grover explained that this item was for information gathering only, with no decision to be made at this
meeting. He stated that the public hearing would be held on December 9 by the new city. The Commission can accept public input
if they would like to but are not required to.

Planner Aydelotte presented the request, explaining that the subject property is located at approximately 700 South 7900 East in
the AV-3 zone and consists of just over 19 acres. Under current zoning, the applicant would be entitled to 6 lots, which they are
seeking to preserve through the development agreement. Ms. Aydelotte noted that the proposed lot layout meets or exceeds
minimum requirements, and the developer is offering a 60-foot-wide right-of-way to allow for connectivity. The applicant is
requesting to memorialize their development rights with a 10-year term and an option to extend for 5-years up to three times. In
exchange, they are offering connectivity to adjacent parcels and the preservation of open space for a longer period. Ms. Aydelotte
concluded by referring to her staff report, which includes staff’s analysis and recommendation regarding the application, as
follows. After reviewing the proposal within the constraints of existing development agreement and Weber County Ordinance, it
is staff’s opinion that this proposal may help maintain the vision and goals of the Ogden Valley General Plan, specifically regarding
the preservation of open space and maintenance of the valley’s pastoral lifestyle. Staff review is offered with the following
considerations:
1. Staff's comments, suggestions, and edits regarding the DA should be more fully addressed prior to county commission
approval.
2. Submission of an exhibit showing proposed connectivity to the east shall be submitted prior to the appearance before
the County Commission.

Staff would recommend approval of this request with the following findings:
1. After the listed considerations are applied, the proposal helps advance the goals and objectives of the Ogden Valley
General Plan.
2. The proposed changes are not detrimental to the overall health, safety, and welfare of the community and provides for
better project outcomes.
3. A negotiated development agreement is the most reliable way for both the jurisdiction and the applicant to realize
mutual benefit.

Commissioners Warburton and Commissioner Burton expressed support for the proposal, noting that it would help preserve
family property and allow for family compound development, which aligns with the Valley's rural character.

No formal action was taken on this item.

2. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda:

There were no additional public comments.

3. Remarks from Planning Commissioners:

Each commissioner offered closing remarks, as this was the final meeting of the Ogden Valley Planning Commission before the

new city government takes over. Commissioner Burton expressed gratitude for serving on the Commission and appreciated the
staff and his fellow Commissioners.
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Commissioner Warburton shared remarks about her time on the Commission, expressing deep appreciation for County staff who
had supported her through personal difficulties. She spoke about the respectful collaboration among Commissioners despite
differing viewpoints.
Vice Chair Barber expressed disappointment that more newly elected officials and planning commission members for the new
city had not attended meetings to learn the process, noting that only one elected official and no new planning commission

members were present.

Commissioner Morgan expressed appreciation for the short time he had served on the Commission and the learning experience
it provided.

4. Planning Director Report:

Planning Director Grover thanked the Commissioners' families for allowing them to serve and expressed gratitude for the
Commissioners' thoughtful deliberation, collaboration, and time investment. He wished the community and new city government
well in the transition.

Principal Planner Ewert added his appreciation for working with the commission over his ten years with the County.

5. Remarks from Legal Counsel

Legal Counsel Erickson added his appreciation for the working relationship he has enjoyed with the Commission over his ten years
with the County. He thanked the Commissioners for their service.

The meeting adjourned at 8:28 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Weber County Planning Commission
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Minutes of the Meeting of the Western Weber Planning Commission for November 18, 2025, Weber County Commission Chambers,
2380 Washington Boulevard 1% Floor, the time of the meeting commencing at 5:00 p.m.

Western Weber Planning Commissioners Present: Andrew Favero (Chair), Casey Neville (Vice Chair), Wayne Andreotti, Kyle
“KC” Lindsey, Jed McCormick, and Sara Wichern

Excused: Commissioner Cami Jo Clontz

Staff Present: Rick Grover, Planning Director; Charlie Ewert, Principal Planner; Felix Lleverino, Planner; Liam Keogh, Legal
Counsel; Tiffany Snider, Office Specialist.

Roll Call: Chair Favero conducted roll call and indicated all Commissioners were present.
1. Election: Chair/Vice Chair

Legal Counsel Keogh explained that due to the consolidation of the previously separate Ogden Valley Planning Commission and
Western Weber Planning Commission into a single Weber County Planning Commission, a new Chair and Vice Chair needed to
be elected for this meeting.

Chair Favero emphasized that this election would only be for this meeting, as another election would occur in January 2026 at
the start of the new year.

Commissioner Wichern nominated Andrew Fervero as Chair and Casey Neville as Vice Chair for the remainder of 2025.
Commissioner McCormick seconded the motion; all voted in favor.

2. Minutes: September 23, October 14, and November 18, 2025

Chair Favero introduced the minutes of the September 23, October 14, and November 18, 2025 meetings. There were no
suggested edits to the minutes and Chair Favero called for a motion to approve as presented.

Vice Chair Neville moved to approve the minutes as presented. Commissioner McCormick seconded the motion; all voted in favor.

3. Consent items:

3.1 CUP 2025-26: Request for approval of a conditional use permit for expansion and improvement of Powder Mountain’s
sewer lagoon site. This project is located in the Forest (F-5) Zone, at approximately 4000 E 5100 N, Eden, UT 84310. Applicant
Representative: Brooke Hontz; Staff Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte.

Commissioner Wichern moved to approve CUP2025-26, a conditional use permit for expansion and improvement of Powder
Mountain’s sewer lagoon site; this project is located in the Forest (F-5) Zone, at approximately 4000 E 5100 N, Eden, UT 84310,
based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report. Vice Chair Neville seconded the motion.
Commissioners Andreotti, Lindsey, McCormick, Wichern, Vice Chair Neville, and Chair Favero voted aye. (Motion carried on a
vote of 6-0).

4, Legislative items:

4.1 ZDA2025-12: A request from Froerer Family Investment for a public hearing, discussion, and possible recommendation
regarding a development agreement to preserve development rights, timing of project development, and overall project layout
for approximately 19.32 acres, located at approximately 700 S 7900 E, Eden, UT, 84310 in the AV-3 Zone. Applicant
Representative: Ryan Froerer; Staff Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte

Mason Froerer (representing Applicant Ryan Froerer) requested approval for a development agreement to preserve development
rights without the County’s typical phasing timelines. He explained that the request did not add new density but would allow his
family to maintain their existing six development rights and use them when timing is appropriate. Mr. Froerer noted this was
important for his family's future and their connection to the Valley.
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Planner Aydelotte presented the request, explaining that the subject property is located at approximately 700 South 7900 East in
the AV-3 zone and consists of just over 19 acres. Under current zoning, the applicant would be entitled to 6 lots, which they are
seeking to preserve through the development agreement. Ms. Aydelotte noted that the proposed lot layout meets or exceeds
minimum requirements, and the developer is offering a 60-foot-wide right-of-way to allow for connectivity. The applicant is
requesting to memorialize their development rights with a 10-year term and an option to extend for 5-years up to three times. In
exchange, they are offering connectivity to adjacent parcels and the preservation of open space for a longer period. Ms. Aydelotte
concluded by referring to her staff report, which includes staff’s analysis and recommendation regarding the application, as
follows. After reviewing the proposal within the constraints of existing development agreement and Weber County Ordinance, it
is staff’s opinion that this proposal may help maintain the vision and goals of the Ogden Valley General Plan, specifically regarding
the preservation of open space and maintenance of the valley’s pastoral lifestyle. Staff review is offered with the following
considerations:
1. Staff's comments, suggestions, and edits regarding the DA should be more fully addressed prior to county commission
approval.
2. Submission of an exhibit showing proposed connectivity to the east shall be submitted prior to the appearance before
the County Commission.

Staff would recommend approval of this request with the following findings:
1. After the listed considerations are applied, the proposal helps advance the goals and objectives of the Ogden Valley
General Plan.
2. The proposed changes are not detrimental to the overall health, safety, and welfare of the community and provides for
better project outcomes.
3. A negotiated development agreement is the most reliable way for both the jurisdiction and the applicant to realize
mutual benefit.

Vice Chair Neville moved to open the public hearing. Commissioner McCormick seconded the motion; all voted in favor.
Jan Fullmer asked the Commissioners to speak into their microphones because the audience is unable to hear them.
Commissioner Wichern moved to close the public hearing. Vice Chair Neville seconded the motion; all voted in favor.

Director Grover noted that the Ogden Valley Planning Commission had provided a favorable recommendation for this item at
their last meeting. Chair Favero added a similar item was approved by the County Commission the previous week.

Vice Chair Neville moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for application ZDA2025-12: A request
from Froerer Family Investment for a public hearing, discussion, and possible recommendation regarding a development
agreement to preserve development rights, timing of project development, and overall project layout for approximately 19.32
acres, located at approximately 700 S 7900 E, Eden, UT, 84310 in the AV-3 Zone, based on the findings and subject to the
conditions listed in the staff report. Commissioner McCormick seconded the motion. Commissioners Andreotti, Lindsey,
McCormick, Wichern, Vice Chair Neville, and Chair Favero voted aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 6-0). Commissioner Clontz was
not present when this vote was taken.

5. Administrative items:
5.1 CUP 2025-24: A request for approval of a conditional use permit for an animal clinic located at 3709 East 3300 North, Eden.
Applicant Presenter: Beau Bradbeer; Staff Presenter: Felix Lleverino

Dr. Beau Bradbeer presented her request for a conditional use permit for a veterinary clinic. She explained that she has already
started a clinic in Eden but wanted to expand to include facilities for large animals on the property. Dr. Bradley clarified that she
typically sees one client at a time and doesn't anticipate having multiple animals overnight except in rare emergency situations.

Commissioner Wichern inquired about the potential limitation on the number of animals housed on the property, suggesting that
it align with the standard regulations based on the size of the land. Dr. Bradbeer responded, explaining her operational model
focuses primarily on providing gold standard care for individual cases rather than accommodating multiple animals
simultaneously. She emphasized that under her current model, which includes advancing plans for large animals such as horses
and cattle, the limit wouldn't hinder his operations. Dr. Bradley assured that even while conducting procedures such as a
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laceration repair or quill removal, where drop-offs occur, her goal remains to handle one animal per session to ensure high-quality
care. Consequently, she did not perceive the proposed limit based on property size as restrictive, making it feasible for her
business model that typically accommodates animals individually or in very limited numbers for specific treatments.

Planner Lleverino presented staff’s analysis of the application, explaining the property is located in the Agricultural Valley 3 (AV-
3) zone north of the Nordic area. He explained the lot has a perfected well and a permitted septic system. The applicant intends
to provide veterinary services to large animals and small animals. Services would be open to the public, where the patrons would
be able to bring animals to the property by vehicle or horse trailer to be held in a pen for large and small animals. The clinic will
be within an existing shed intended for a waiting area and office. The shed will contain a single enclosed consultation room,
treatment area, lab, laundry, and storage area. He noted staff recommends approval of a conditional use permit for the Bradbeer
Animal Clinic, subject to the applicant meeting the following conditions of approval in addition to any conditions of the various
reviewing agencies or the Ogden Valley Planning Commission. Planning conditions of approval:

The owner shall obtain and maintain a Weber County Business License.

The site and all structures shall be kept and maintained for order, safety, and good visual appearance.

Parking on the 3300 North Street shoulder is prohibited.

The owner shall obtain approval from the Weber Morgan Health Department before a conditional use permit is issued.
The Weber Fire District shall approve this proposal before a conditional use permit is issued.

If applicable, the Weber County Building Official shall on further building requirements to verify that the structure is to
code for the proposed use.

7. The hard surface parking lot is complete or escrowed before a conditional use permit is issued.

oukwnNE

This recommendation is based on the following findings:
1. The proposed use is allowed in the Agricultural AV-3 Zone and meets the appropriate site development standards.
2. The criteria for issuance of a conditional use permit have been met because mitigation of potential detrimental effects
can be accomplished.

Chair Favero noted that the Commission had received an email from one of the neighboring property owners to the east, who
indicated they felt the proposed use was not appropriate for a residential area. Chair Favero clarified that the subject property is
not in a residential area, but that the property is zoned agricultural and this type of operation is suitable for that zoning. He
acknowledged that residents may not have anticipated an animal clinic near their homes, and perhaps screening would enhance
privacy. The Commission and staff deliberated on the necessity of additional screening on the east side of the property. It was
noted that the planned parking area is situated on the west side, approximately 160 feet from the neighboring properties to the
east. Commissioner Andreotti indicated that he felt this was a sufficient distance from the parking are to the residential properties
to the east; however, the site layout was evaluated to ensure that the parking arrangements, land elevation, and existing natural
barriers already provided sufficient separation from adjacent residences. The Commission ultimately concluded that
supplementary screening would not be required, as it would not significantly enhance the existing level of privacy or reduce any
potential impacts.

Vice Chair Neville moved to approve CUP 2025-24: A request for approval of a conditional use permit for an animal clinic located
at 3709 East 3300 North, Eden, based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report. Commissioner
McCormick seconded the motion. Commissioners Andreotti, Lindsey, McCormick, Wichern, Vice Chair Neville, and Chair Favero
voted aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 6-0). Commissioner Clontz was not present when this vote was taken.

5.2 LVTP7112825: Consideration and action on a request for preliminary approval of the Taylor Landing Subdivision Phases 7
& 8, consisting of 49 lots, public roadways, dedication of public pathways, and a detention pond. Located at approximately
1900 S 3850 W, Weber County, UT, 84401 in the R1-15 Zone. Presenter: Selvoy Fillerup; Staff Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte.

Selvoy Fillerup, representing Heritage Land Development, presented the request for preliminary approval of Taylor Landing Phases
7 and 8, consisting of the remaining 49 lots that are included in the development agreement for the project, which was approved
in June of 2025. He acknowledged two issues that needed to be addressed before final approval: adding curb extensions where
pathways cross streets and adjusting the alignment of a pathway connecting to Winston Park.

Planner Aydelotte presented staff’s analysis of the application, explaining that the roadways in the development would be 60 feet
wide public rights-of-way. She discussed the pathway alignment issue, showing how the development agreement specified a more

APPROVED 3



WESTERN WEBER PLANNING COMMISSION December 9, 2025
direct connection that needed to be implemented in the final plans. She noted that staff had identified some engineering issues
that were being addressed with the applicant as well.

Ms. Aydelotte concluded the Planning Division recommends preliminary approval of the Taylor Landing Subdivision Phases 7 and
8, consisting of 49 lots in the R1-15 Zone and based on the proposed plan adhering to the requirements of the Weber County
Land Use Code and the recorded development agreement (entry# 3374134) This recommendation for approval is subject to all
review agency requirements and based on the following conditions:

1. All Engineering comments shall be addressed prior to submitting for final approval.

2. Engineered plans shall show compliance with street cross-sections, including pathway, landscaping, and sidewalk width
requirements, and all other requirements outlined in the recorded development agreement (entry# 3374134) prior to
acceptance of an application for final approval.

3. Final letters of approval shall be submitted from Taylor West Weber Water, and Hooper Irrigation Company, prior to
submitting for approval of the final plat.

4. The proposed pathway shall follow a more linear path as depicted in the recorded development agreement (see entry#
3374134 recorded 6/23/2025).

This recommendation is based on the following findings:
1. The proposed subdivision conforms to the Western Weber General Plan.
2. The proposed subdivision complies with applicable County ordinances.

Ms. Aydelotte displayed images of the proposed site layout and oriented the Commission to Planning staff’s requests regarding
the pathway alighment issue and connection to Winston Park. There was brief discussion about the trail connection, with
Commissioner’s expressing support for staff’s request for the trail alignment and connection to be in alignment with the recorded
development agreement for the project.

Commissioner Andreotti moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for LVTP7112825:
Consideration and action on a request for preliminary approval of the Taylor Landing Subdivision Phases 7 & 8, consisting of 49
lots, public roadways, dedication of public pathways, and a detention pond, located at approximately 1900 S 3850 W, Weber
County, UT, 84401 in the R1-15 Zone, based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report. Commissioner
Lindsey seconded the motion. Commissioners Andreotti, Lindsey, McCormick, Wichern, Vice Chair Neville, and Chair Favero voted
aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 6-0). Commissioner Clontz was not present when this vote was taken.

5.3 LVH110325: Consideration and action on a request for preliminary approval of Harper Haven Subdivision consisting of 74
lots, public roadways, and dedicated public pathways, located in the R1-15 Zone at approximately 550 South 4700 West, Taylor,
UT, 84401. Applicant Presenter: Trek Loveridge; Staff Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte

Trek Loveridge presented the request for preliminary approval of Harper Haven subdivision, consisting of 74 lots. He discussed
the challenges with the north access point, noting he had been working with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) for
18 months but hadn't received definitive approval. He explained he was exploring two options: continuing to pursue UDOT
approval for the access point or finding a secondary access through an adjacent landowner.

Chair Favero appreciated the commitment to working with UDOT and expressed his hope to avoid implementing a crash gate at
the north access point, as that was not the original plan. He supported the consideration of collaboration with neighboring
landowners to possibly develop a suitable northern access point. Vice Chair Neville asked whether moving the road 20 feet to the
north would help to further the negotiations with UDOT. Mr. Loveridge stated shifting the road would solve the spacing issue with
UDOT but create alignment problems with the existing southern access point, indicating that shifting the road might disrupt the
broader connectivity and layout of the infrastructure plan for the area. He noted there are three adjacent property owners to
work with in the event he is unable to secure approval from UDOT.

Planner Aydelotte presented staff’s analysis of the application, explaining the development agreement required a parks district
donation of $7,500 per lot. She referenced Mr. Loveridge’s comments about his efforts to secure a secondary access point and
noted he would not be allowed to develop more than 30 lots before establishing a secondary egress from the subdivision. She
noted staff recommends preliminary approval of Harper Haven Subdivision consisting of 74 lots. This recommendation is based
on all review agency requirements, including those outlined in this staff report, and the following conditions:
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1. Improvement plans compliant with the recorded development agreement shall be approved by Planning and Engineering
prior to submitting an application for final subdivision approval.

2. Proof of the voluntary Parks District donation of $7,500 per lot will be made to the Western Weber Parks District before
the subdivision plat records. This is per the development agreement.

3. An unconditional final approval letter from the sewer, culinary and secondary water provider will be submitted before
final approval.

4. All improvements shall be installed, escrowed for, or a combination of both, prior to recording the final plat.

5. This development will need to annex into Central Weber Sewer District prior to final approval.

This recommendation is based on the following findings:
1. The proposed subdivision conforms to the West Central Weber General Plan.
2. The proposed subdivision complies with applicable county ordinances.

Chair Favero referenced the exhibits to the application, noting the date on the Central Weber Sewer District approval letter was
July 23, 2024; he asked if that should be updated before the project is approved. Ms. Aydelotte confirmed that Planning staff have
reached out to the service districts for updated letters and are waiting for the new exhibits, assuring the Commission that the
issue is being addressed.

Vice Chair Neville asked how many lots can be developed in the project before the secondary egress point is required, to which
Ms. Aydelotte answered 30 lots.

Vice Chair Neville moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for application LVH110325:
Consideration and action on a request for preliminary approval of Harper Haven Subdivision consisting of 74 lots, public roadways,
and dedicated public pathways, located in the R1-15 Zone at approximately 550 South 4700 West, Taylor, UT, 84401, based on
the findings and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report, as well as the additional condition that a secondary access
point be secured before developing more than 30 lots in the project area. Commissioner Andreotti seconded the motion.
Commissioners Andreotti, Lindsey, McCormick, Wichern, Vice Chair Neville, and Chair Favero voted aye. (Motion carried on a
vote of 6-0). Commissioner Clontz was not present when this vote was taken.

5.4 UVP111325: Consideration and action on a request for preliminary subdivision approval of the Prado at Powder Mountain
Subdivision, a 38-lot subdivision located in the DRR-1 zone located at the end of Summit Pass Road in Eden. Applicant Presenter:
Erik Anderson; Staff Presenter: Felix Lleverino

Eric Anderson presented the request for preliminary approval of the Prado at Powder Mountain subdivision, consisting of 38
single-family residential lots. He explained that the subdivision includes a main corridor with a 66-foot right-of-way and fingers
with 60-foot rights-of-way. He noted they had worked with the Weber Fire District to ensure all hammerheads and turnarounds
were located at appropriate intervals.

Planner Lleverino presented staff’s analysis of the application, explaining that the property is located in the DRR-1 zone designed
specifically for resorts. He acknowledged the Commission’s unfamiliarity with resort development in the unincorporated areas of
Ogden Valley and used the aid of a PowerPoint presentation to orient the Commission to historical actions taken regarding Powder
Mountain. He noted that the roads in the subdivision would be privately maintained and the development agreement for Powder
Mountain includes provisions for emergency evacuation, including safe zones if residents are unable to exit down the mountain.
He addressed General Plan and zoning ordinance compliance, and highlighted design standards and requirements for the project.

Vice Chair Neville noted the applicant is asking for approval of 38 lots in this application, but there is already development in the
area as well as a significant amount of traffic associated with the ski resort; he inquired about emergency egress from the Powder
Mountain resort area for all of those people. Planning Director Grover explained the main emergency concern would be fire
danger in summer. He noted that shelter-in-place areas have been established where there is limited fuel for fires. These areas
are considered safe zones due to the lack of combustible material, minimizing the risk of fire spreading. The Fire District has been
actively working with Powder Mountain to explore the possibility of a secondary access route as an additional safety measure.
However, the proposed secondary access would be a dirt road, which presents its own set of challenges. Importantly, this dirt
road would only be accessible during the summer months, as winter conditions would render it impassable due to snow and ice.
This makes the primary access route up and down the mountain particularly critical during the winter when the risk of being cut
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off due to weather is high. Mr. Grover emphasized the need for close collaboration with the Fire District to ensure the safety of
the community in these development plans.

Mr. Lleverino concluded staff recommends preliminary approval of the Prado at Powder Mountain Subdivision with the following
conditions:
1. The final subdivision plan shall include a cost estimate for the subdivision improvements
2. The cost for subdivision improvements that are not complete at the time of plat recordation shall be escrowed with
Weber County.
3. All County review agency requirements are satisfied before the final subdivision plat is recorded.

This recommendation is based on the following findings:
1. The proposed subdivision conforms to the Ogden Valley General Plan.
2.  With the recommended conditions, the proposed subdivision complies with all previous approvals and the applicable
County ordinances.
3. The proposed subdivision will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare.
4. The proposed subdivision will not deteriorate the environment of the general area so as to negatively impact surrounding
properties and uses.

Vice Chair Neville moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for application UVP111325:
Consideration and action on a request for preliminary subdivision approval of the Prado at Powder Mountain Subdivision, a 38-
lot subdivision located in the DRR-1 zone located at the end of Summit Pass Road in Eden, based on the findings and subject to
the conditions listed in the staff report. Commissioner McCormick seconded the motion. Commissioners Andreotti, Lindsey,
McCormick, Wichern, Vice Chair Neville, and Chair Favero voted aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 6-0). Commissioner Clontz was
not present when this vote was taken.

5.5 DR 2025-16: Request for design review approval for a wastewater treatment facility for the Nordic Village area. Located at
approximately 3651 Nordic Valley Road, Eden, UT, 84310. This is located in the Form-Based (FB) Zone in Ogden Valley. Applicant
Presenter: Nathan Schellenberg; Staff Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte

Eric Langvardt presented the request for design review approval of a wastewater treatment facility for Nordic Village. He explained
that they decided to break the facility into two smaller buildings to create an agricultural complex that would fit better on the
site. They maintained a 130 to 140 foot buffer from neighboring properties and oriented the buildings so that no long wall was
directly parallel to neighbors. The landscaping plan included 53 trees as screening.

Planner Aydelotte presented staff’s analysis of the application, explaining that the project is located within the Nordic resort
development in the form-based zone. She detailed the development standards for the multifamily residential street type and
showed the building elevations that had been revised to meet the modern Alpine architecture requirements. She concluded that
if approved, Planning staff recommends a heavily conditioned approval as shown below. This recommendation is for DR 2025-
16, a design review application for a wastewater treatment facility for the Nordic Village area. This recommendation for
approval is subject to all review agency requirements and the following conditions (written approval shall not be issued until
compliance is shown by the applicant):
1. Weber County Engineering and Weber Fire District shall issue approval prior to written approval of this application.
2. Any exterior signage shall be approved by Planning prior to installation.
3. Any exterior lighting shall be dark sky compliant.
4. A more detailed site plan showing how this site will be accessed, as well as a site plan showing appropriate setback
compliance based upon the proximity to the nearest roadways.
5. Architectural standards that apply to this proposal in the form-based zone for this area are Modern Alpine or Mountain
Modern. Applicant shall show compliance with these standards, prior to written approval of this application.

This recommendation is based on the following findings:
1. The existing use conforms to the Ogden Valley General Plan.
2. The existing use will not cause harm to the natural surroundings, if all of staff recommendations are followed.
3. The existing use, if staff conditions are imposed, will comply with applicable County ordinances.
4. The existing use, if staff conditions are imposed, will not deteriorate the environment of the general area so as to
negatively impact surrounding properties and uses.
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Vice Chair Neville moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for application DR 2025-16: Request
for design review approval for a wastewater treatment facility for the Nordic Village area. Located at approximately 3651 Nordic
Valley Road, Eden, UT, 84310. This is located in the Form-Based (FB) Zone in Ogden Valley, based on the findings and subject to
the conditions listed in the staff report. Commissioner McCormick seconded the motion. Commissioners Andreotti, Lindsey,
McCormick, Wichern, Vice Chair Neville, and Chair Favero voted aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 6-0). Commissioner Clontz was
not present when this vote was taken.

6. Approval of 2026 Calendar

Director Grover explained the proposal is to schedule Planning Commission meetings for the first Tuesday of every month, with a
second meeting on the second Tuesday in months requiring two meetings. This schedule is based largely upon building availability.
He asked the Commission to consider a motion to approve the 2026 calendar.

Chair Favero called for a voice vote in support of the 2026 Calendar; all voted in favor. Commission Clontz was not present when
this vote was taken.

7. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda:

Jan Fullmer from Eden spoke about the newly incorporated Ogden Valley City and expressed concern that four items on the
agenda fell within the boundary of the new city without representation from that area on the Commission. She detailed issues
with sewage and water in Ogden Valley, noting that there are lawsuits against water companies and that water rates have more
than tripled. She emphasized that the Ogden Valley community wants development that is smart, well-planned, affordable, and
sustainable. She indicated she has provided a written copy of her copies to Planning staff for inclusion in the record of this meeting.

Orville Peterson stated he has lived on Powder Mountain Road for nearly 50 years, and je expressed concerns about the increasing
traffic on the road and questioned whether alternate routes for Powder Mountain traffic and traffic associated with other
development in the area could be explored through Cache Valley.

Gary Fullmer from Eden discussed the transition period between County Planning Authority and the new city. He noted that the
County Commission had tabled several items that morning in recognition of the creation of the new city. He presented two letters:
one from Jim Bird suggesting that items relevant to the new city be put on hold, and another from Jim Hall regarding Powder
Mountain's sewage ponds that will be within city limits.

8. Remarks from Planning Commissioners:

Vice Chair Neville welcomed public engagement and clarified that the Commission only makes recommendations to the County
Commissioners, not final approvals. He advised the public to lodge their concerns with the County Commission as well. He
congratulated the community on forming their new city and welcomed Commissioner Lindsey to the Commission.

Commissioner Andreotti echoed Vice Chair Neville’s comments about public engagement. He also discussed his positive
experience at the University of Utah Architectural Fair, where students presented ideas for housing that works for people. He also
talked about the financial benefits of home ownership versus renting.

Chair Favero stated that he also enjoyed the University of Utah Architectural Fair.

Vice Chair Neville acknowledged the public’s concerns about the need for another egress point from certain areas of the Ogden
Valley; he is aware that Planning staff have considered those matters and they are always working on those issues.

The Commission heard additional comments from Ms. Fullmer about a past incident when a significant gas main break occurred
at the intersection of SR 158, leading to a crisis situation. The rupture made it impossible for parents to reach the school to pick
up their children, who had been released early. In response to the emergency, Jan's husband, along with two other neighbors,
used their SUVs to create a passage through the fields, enabling access and alleviating the situation temporarily. This event
highlighted the potential risks associated with having only one access road and the importance of discussing alternate routes for
emergency scenarios.
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Commissioner Lindsey thanked everyone for the warm welcome and expressed his enthusiasm for joining the Commission.
9. Planning Director Report:

Director Grover thanked the commissioners for their professionalism and preparedness. He congratulated the Ogden Valley
community on their new city status.

10. Remarks from Legal Counsel:
There were no remarks from Legal Counsel.
The meeting adjourned at 7:17 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Weber County Planning Commission
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October 16, 2025
Weber County Planning
Bailey Property — Project Narrative

We are requesting a Zoning Map Amendment for the Bailey property, located at 3300 West 2550 South.
We have met with Weber County Planning and Engineering to review the request and have followed the
Master Roadway Plan. The developer with work with the Park Department on the parks fees and will
have a recommendation for the preliminary submittal. The Army Corps on Engineers has approved the
wetlands delineation. The request is to seek R-1-15 zoning on the parcel.

Please let us know if you have any additional questions or need anything else.
Sincerely,

Chris J Cave
Reeve & Associates

Solutions You Can Build On™
Civil Engineering | Land Planning | Structural Engineering | Landscape Architecture | Land Surveying
5160 South 1500 West e Riverdale, Utah 84405 o Tel: 801-621-3100 o Fax: 801-621-2666
Email: office@reeve.co ¢ Website: www.reeve.co
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Brett Jones - Basin Development

brett@basindevelopment.com

801-631-9540

January 20, 2026

Weber County Planning Commission and Planning Staff
Weber County

Ogden, Utah

Re: Work Session Request - Conceptual Development Discussion and Regulatory Pathways

1150 South & 4700 West | 22.34 Acres

Dear Planning Commission Members and Staff,

Basin Development respectfully submits this letter to request a Planning Commission work
session to discuss potential regulatory pathways for a proposed development concept on a
22.34-acre property located at the intersection of 4700 West and 1150 South in Weber
County. The intent of this work session is to collaboratively explore the most appropriate
approach to implementing a plan that retains commercial uses on the western portion of
the site while allowing townhome residential development on the eastern portion.

The project vision is to preserve commercial activity and frontage along 4700 West, where
such uses are best supported, while transitioning the eastern portion of the site to a
residential townhome development that is more compatible with roadway design, access
conditions, and surrounding context along 1150 South. The current residential concept
includes approximately 169 two-story townhome units, organized around an internal street
network with on-site open space and amenities.

Through discussions with County staff, we understand there may be multiple viable
regulatory paths to achieve this outcome. These may include a partial General Plan
amendment transitioning a portion of the site from Vehicle-Oriented Commercial to a


mailto:brett@basindevelopment.com

residential or mixed-use future land use designation, or alternatively, applying Form-Based
Zoning across the site and refining the street regulating plan to clearly distinguish
commercial and residential areas. The purpose of this work session is to receive Planning
Commission input and guidance on which approach may be most appropriate prior to
initiating a formal application.

An important consideration for the residential component is that the townhome product
function as a true residential development, without a requirement for ground-floor
commercial or vertically integrated mixed-use buildings. The intent is to allow the
residential and commercial portions of the site to operate as complementary but
independent components, each developed in a manner consistent with market feasibility
and long-term corridor objectives.

The applicant has met with Charlie Ewert and Felix Lleverino from the County Planning
Department, Gary Myers and Tucker Weight from County Engineering, and Sean Wilkinson,
Community Development Director, along with other Community Development staff. These
discussions have been productive, and staff have expressed favorable feedback on the
overall concept and balanced land-use approach. County staff have also indicated that
infrastructure and utility capacity appear sufficient to support both the commercial and
residential components of the proposed development.

We appreciate the opportunity to engage with the Planning Commission at this early stage
and look forward to a constructive discussion regarding the best path forward.

Sincerely,
Brett Jones
Basin Development

Applicant






Project Name: Goins-Matt-Work Session Application

Address: 1150 S 4700 W (South East Corner)
Project Type: Work Session Application

Project Sub Type: Work Session Application

Created By: Brett Jones

Created On: 1/20/2026

Project Status: Submitted

Status Date: 1/20/2026

File Number:

Project Manager:

Application

Project Description:

The subject property is a 22.34-acre site at the intersection of 4700 West and 1150 South in Weber
County. The applicant is requesting a Planning Commission work session to discuss options for
implementing a development concept that retains commercial uses on the western portion of the site
while allowing townhome residential development on the eastern portion. The intent of the work
session is to explore the most appropriate regulatory path to achieve this outcome, including a
potential General Plan amendment or use of the Form-Based Code framework. A key project objective
is to ensure that the residential townhome portion can be developed as a stand-alone residential
product, without a requirement for ground-floor commercial or mixed-use vertical integration. County
Planning, Engineering, and Community Development staff have provided favorable feedback on the
overall concept and confirmed infrastructure capacity to support both components.

Property Address:

1150 S 4700 W (South East Corner)

Property Owner:

Matt

801-628

Matt@lit-electrical.com

Representative:

Brett Jones

801-631

brett@basindevelopment.com

Accessory Dwelling Unit:

False

Current Zoning:

C-1

Subdivision Name:

Haven District

Number of Lots:

174

Lot Number:

150550084; 150550082; 150550085

Lot Size:

~11.27 AC; 6.00 AC; 5.00 AC

Frontage:

~1,003 ft; ~500 ft; ~1,037 ft

Culinary Water Authority:

Taylor-West Weber Water District

Secondary Water Provider:

Hooper Irrigation Company

Sanitary Sewer Authority:

Central Weber Sewer

Nearest Hydrant Address:

North West Corner of 4700 W 1150 S Intersection

Signed By:

Brett Jones

1/20/2026 5:27:26 PM - frontier.co.weber.ut.us/p/Project/Index/26208
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Parcel Number(s):
150550084
150550082
150550085

Building Descriptions:

Description: Building Square Feet: Valuation:
Contractors:
Type: Name: Contact: Address:

1/20/2026 5:27:26 PM - frontier.co.weber.ut.us/p/Project/Index/26208
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Conceptual Townhome Design Examples
January 20, 2026

The following images are illustrative architectural concepts provided for discussion purposes only. They are not
intended for construction, do not represent final design, and are subject to change through the entitlement, design, and
review process.
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