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AGENDA ITEM #1 

Public Comments.   

Public Comments will also be taken by 

email until 5:00 pm on June 15, 2022.  

Please email comments to 

bbaugh@grantsvilleut.gov.  Please 

add ‘Public Comment’ in the subject 

line. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:bbaugh@grantsvilleut.gov


AGENDA ITEM #2 

Summary Action Items: 

 a.  Approval of minutes from the 

regular June 15th, 2022 City Council 

meeting. 

 b.  Approval of Bills 
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MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE GRANTSVILLE CITY COUNCIL, 

HELD ON JUNE 1ST 2022 AT THE GRANTSVILLE CITY HALL, 429 EAST MAIN 

STREET, GRANTSVILLE, UTAH AND ON ZOOM.  THE MEETING BEGAN AT 7:00 

P.M. 

Mayor and Council Members Present:   

Mayor Neil Critchlow  

Jolene Jenkins (via Zoom) 

Scott Bevan 

Jeff Hutchins  

Darrin Rowberry 

Council Members Not Present: Jewel Allen 

 

Appointed Officers and Employees Present:   

Braydee Baugh, Recorder 

Jesse Wilson, City Manager 

Brett Coombs, City Attorney (via Zoom) 

Sherrie Broadbent, Finance Director 

Crystal Oldewage, HR Director 

Dan England, City Engineer 

James Waltz, Public Works Director (via Zoom) 

 

Citizens and Guests Present: Rick Barchers, Steve Evans, Darron & Wendy Taylor, 

Dustin Hall, Travis Taylor 

 

Mayor Critchlow asked Councilmember Jeff Hutchins to lead the Pledge of Allegiance.  

 

AGENDA: 

  

1. Public Comments:  Rick Barchers stood for public comment. Mr. Barchers wanted to 

note the comments made during the last meeting regarding the railroad spur being re-

instated was incorrect and this item is no longer on a “fast track”. Mr. Barchers continued 

he felt the information was misleading and should not have been shared. Mr. Barchers 

also wanted to express his disagreement with an annexation application that was accepted 

by the City. Mr. Barchers felt as if accepting the annexation would bring lawsuits the 

residents would have to pay for.  

 

2. Summary Action Items 
 

a. Approval of minutes from 05/04/2022 work and regular meeting 

b. Approval of Bills totaling $326,160.90 
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Motion:  Councilmember Hutchins made a motion to approve the summary action items. 

 

Second:  Councilmember Rowberry seconded the motion. 

 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Aye”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried. 

 

3. Consideration of Resolution 2022-39 approving the Final Plat for Northstar Ranch, 

LLC and Travis Taylor for the Northstar Ranch Subdivision P.U.D., Phase 8 

located at approximately 500 W Durfee Street for the creation of fifteen (15) lots in 

the R-1-21 zone. 

 

Travis Taylor was present for this item.  

 

Motion: Councilmember Hutchins made the motion to approve Resolution 2022-39 

approving the Final Plat for Northstar Ranch, LLC and Travis Taylor for the Northstar 

Ranch Subdivision P.U.D., Phase 8 located at approximately 500 W Durfee Street for the 

creation of fifteen (15) lots in the R-1-21 zone. 

 

Second:  Councilmember Rowberry seconded the motion. 

 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Aye”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried. 

 

4. Consideration of Resolution 2022-40 approving the PUD Plan for Dustin Hall, 

D.A.B. & K, LLC. on the Willow Fields PUD Subdivision located approximately at 

834 N. Old Lincoln Hwy for the creation of twenty-seven (27) lots in the RR-1 zone. 

 

Dustin Hall was present for this item. There was discussion regarding how the two lots 

that face Old Lincoln Highway will be tied into the sewer line that runs there. 

Councilmember Jenkins asked how long until Mr. Hall gets to Phase 2 of the project. Mr. 

Hall advised Phase 2 will most likely be at this stage this time next year. There was 

discussion on the variances being requested and why the list was not included in the 

information packet. Mr. Hall explained the list was provided to Mayor Critchlow and 

City Recorder Baugh. Mr. Hall explained the sewer for additional phases is still being 

worked through; however, for Phase 1, it was determined septic tanks would be allowed 

because there are only 5 lots in this phase.  

 

Motion: Councilmember Rowberry made the motion to approve Resolution 2022-40 

approving the PUD Plan for Dustin Hall, D.A.B. & K, LLC. on the Willow Fields PUD 

Subdivision allowing 5 septic tanks located approximately at 834 N. Old Lincoln Hwy 

for the creation of twenty-seven (27) lots in the RR-1 zone. 
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Second:  Councilmember Bevan seconded the motion. 

 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Aye”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried. 

 

5. Consideration of Resolution 2022-41 regarding the Preliminary Plan for Dustin 

Hall, D.A.B. & K, LLC. on the Willow Fields PUD Subdivision located 

approximately at 834 N. Old Lincoln Hwy for the creation of twenty-seven (27) lots 

in the RR-1 zone. 

 

This item was discussed in conjunction with Item 4. 

 

Motion: Councilmember Hutchins made the motion to approve Resolution 2022-41 

regarding the Preliminary Plan for Dustin Hall, D.A.B. & K, LLC. on the Willow Fields 

PUD Subdivision located approximately at 834 N. Old Lincoln Hwy for the creation of 

twenty-seven (27) lots in the RR-1 zone. 

 

Second:  Councilmember Rowberry seconded the motion. 

 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Aye”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried. 

 

6. Approval of the Water Right Transfer and Banking Agreement between Grantsville 

City and Grantsville New Teams, LLC  

 

Motion:  Councilmember Hutchins made the motion approving the Water Right Transfer 

and Banking Agreement between Grantsville City and Grantsville New Teams, LLC 

 

Second: Councilmember Bevan seconded the motion. 

 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Aye”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried. 

 

7. Consideration of Ordinance 2022-07 approving an amendment to the General Plan 

and Future Land Use Map for 2.02 acres at 794 East Main Street as discussed 

during 4-06-2022 Regular City Council Meeting  

 

John Linton was present for this item. Councilmember Jenkins asked if there have been 

discussions with UDOT regarding the impact this will have on the traffic on 112. Mr. 

Linton explained there is negotiations going on currently between the developer’s traffic 

engineer and the UDOT traffic engineer. There was discussion regarding the current 

zoning and what makes sense in this location. Mayor Critchlow advised that if the 
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property is rezoned commercial, it could not have high density residential housing 

developed there. Councilmember Bevan asked if the lot size was sufficient for the plans 

with this lot. Mr. Linton advised the ideal acreage is 2 acre and this lot matches that 

desired size. Councilmember Hutchins advised that during the process of the general plan 

creation, it was recognized there was a corridor through Grantsville including this 

intersection. Councilmember Hutchins felt Mixed Use would be worse than commercial 

for this location and continued there was a lot of public comment related to this issue and 

it is hard to disregard that when taking this into consideration. Councilmember Hutchins 

advised the traffic studies will be an important point of focus for when a plan is brought 

to Council. Mr. Linton advised that from a business perspective, this location is much 

better suited for a commercial use as opposed to high density residential units. 

Councilmember Jenkins felt as if this would help traffic. Councilmember Bevan advised 

the right turn currently out of Maverick is never followed and that causes issues and 

concern. Mr. Linton advised this store would not be 24-hour. 

 

Motion:  Councilmember Hutchins made a motion to approve Consideration of 

Ordinance 2022-07 approving an amendment to the General Plan and Future Land Use 

Map for 2.02 acres at 794 East Main Street as discussed during 4-06-2022 Regular City 

Council Meeting 

 

Second: Councilmember Rowberry seconded the motion. 

 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Aye”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried. 

 

8. Consideration of Ordinance 2022-08 approving the Rezone of 2.02 acres in the C-G 

Zone at 794 East Main Street as discussed during 04-06-2022 Regular City Council 

Meeting 

 

John Linton was present for this item. This item was discussed in conjunction with the 

previous item. 

 

Motion: Councilmember Rowberry made the motion to approve Ordinance 2022-08 

approving the Rezone of 2.02 acres in the C-G Zone at 794 East Main Street as discussed 

during 04-06-2022 Regular City Council Meeting 

 

Second:  Councilmember Hutchins seconded the motion. 

 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Nay”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried. 

 

9.  Discussion with Flyway Holdings  

This item was tabled. 
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Motion: Councilmember Hutchins made the motion to table Item 9 

 

Second:  Councilmember Rowberry seconded the motion. 

 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Aye”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried.  

 

10.  Council Reports 

 

Councilmember Rowberry: The cemetery looked nice. When the fence is replaced, he 

would like to see it about the same height as the current fence.  

 

Councilmember Bevan: All the quotes have been received for the brackets for the 

banners on Main Street. There is a meeting scheduled for the preservation committee 

soon. 

 

Councilmember Jenkins: Summer of Fun is getting ready to kick off and there is a great 

committee that has put plans together for the community this summer. 

 

Councilmember Hutchins: Getting a date scheduled for the Parks and Rec Committee to 

meet. He would like to get an idea on how to improve the ball fields, especially the Little 

League field. 

 

Mayor Critchlow: Little League is holding a home run derby on June 17th. Would like to 

address the campaign sign ordinance. Also received many positive comments regarding 

the Cemetery. 

 

11. Closed Session (Personnel, Real Estate, Imminent Litigation). 

 

 Councilmember Hutchins made the motion to enter into a closed session 

 Closed session started at 8:03 pm 

 Closed session ended at 8:46 pm 

 

12. Adjourn. 

 

Motion: Councilmember Hutchins made the motion to adjourn 

 

Second:  Councilmember Rowberry seconded the motion. 

Vote:  The vote was as follows: Councilmember Rowberry, “Aye”, Councilmember 

Hutchins, “Aye”, Councilmember Bevan, “Aye”, and Councilmember Jenkins, “Aye”.  

The motion carried.  



AGENDA ITEM #3 

Discussion with Shawn Holste and 

Nygreen Street Improvements 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



AGENDA ITEM #4 

Discussion regarding the proposed 

General Plan and Future Land Use 

Map Amendment for Mike Wagstaff to 

go from a Mixed-Use Density 

Designation and Medium Density 

Residential Designation to a Mixed-

Use Density Designation for the 

property located at 360 West Apple 

Street. 

 

 

 

 

 



_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

                                    MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: June 8, 2022 

 

TO:  Braydee Baugh, City Recorder 

 

FROM: Kristy Clark, Zoning Administrator 

 

RE: ZONING ITEMS UP FOR CONSIDERATION AT COUNCIL MEETING TO 

BE HELD JUNE 15, 2022 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

City Council Agenda Item #4: Consideration of Ordinance 2022- amending the 

Grantsville City General Plan and Future Land Use Map to go from a Mixed-Use 

Density Designation and Medium Density Residential Designation to a Mixed-Use 

Density Designation for the property located at 360 West Apple Street. 
 

The Planning Commission held a discussion and public hearing on this agenda item  

May 19, 2022: 

 

Discussion:  
 

Mike Wagstaff was present for this discussion.  

 

Gary Pinkham asked, what is your intention here? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, to do a mixed-use development with commercial and 

residential.  

 

Gary Pinkham asked, what kind of commercial are you looking at? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, I'm guessing right now probably something in the 10,000 

square foot building range. We've talked about a drive through, or a combination of 

office and restaurant. The commercial would be built last. That's a little further down 

the road, but that's the general idea of what's being thrown around right now. 

 

Brian Pattee asked, do this Peach Street go all the way through? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, no. It dead ends. 

 

Erik Stromberg asked, what is before the commercial? Are you going to do single 

family? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, residential. It's a weird market. I think that's where we're 

really landing. Honestly, I wanted to build more and go denser, but I don't think we 

can do it. It just doesn't pencil. It would be owner occupied; is the direction we're 

going right now. 
 

 

 



 Public Hearing:  

 

 Chairman, Brian Pattee opened the public hearing at 7:31 p.m. and called for 

comments.  

 

 Kyle Hammond stated to the Commission: My name is Kyle Hammond. I've lived at 

77 Southwest Street for the last 10 years. Grantsville resident, my entire life of 39. 

Third generation Grantsville person. We're trying to raise a fourth. I chose West Street 

as my home. I liked the property. I had open space with sprinklers in front of me, very 

quiet street in front of me. Past 10 years has definitely changed. For any of those that 

don't live on West Street, it is a very, very popular street now with all the rezoning 

going down that street, so we've lost our front yards. I don't even let my kids play in 

my front yard anymore. We have concerts basically every Friday for weddings and 

Saturdays from April to October. My backyard is my haven. I have a patio, a deck and 

privacy. I put a six-foot vinyl fence down both sides, left the back, an old rickety chain 

link fence so I could see the open. Purposely did that for the space. So, it slapped me 

upside the face a little bit to figure out that you could take existing homes on less than 

two acres and offer them some money to leave or stay, I'm not sure what the plan is. 

And change the open space into possible condos apartments. Two, three stories, who 

knows what's going on? So, I'm just worried about losing my backyard. Maybe that's 

not even an argument to even be here and beyond your guys' plan and I'm just up here 

rambling. When I was notified of this, I definitely went around and started getting 

signatures from everybody because I didn't know what I was doing. I don't think any of 

us want it. I think there's a lot of other places in town that are being rezoned that can 

handle places like this. I know we're close to Main Street, but if the future plan of 

Grantsville is to take land occupied by viable homes and changing them, I'm worried 

that it's going to just turn into the Wild West for sure. And maybe I'm the young kid 

that was an idiot that bought a beautiful established home in an old part of town and 

not a new place, but that's where I chose. And I don't owe very much of my home 

anymore, and I feel like I'm going to be stuck with something behind us that we don't 

want and that we won't be able to leave. I did reach out to Mr. Wagstaff. I was 

surprised he responded. It's a couple plans I'm sure he has in his pocket, some that are 

probably going to be more favorable than others, but I'd rather not see it happen at all. 

One thing I was looking at on this mixed-use zone, "Set developments and mixed-use 

zone shall be designed as to integrate the residential and commercial components into 

a harmonious development to be compatible with existing anticipated areas." I don't 

know what's compatible and harmonious about putting condominiums and apartments 

around 30, 50-year-old homes right in the middle of their block. I don't see it. And I 

don't know if your guys' purpose is to do what's best for the city, what's best for the 

people of this city or both, but I would consider it as if it were your own backyard, 

please.  

 

 Bruce Gilbert stated to the Commission: I'm Bruce Gilbert, 53 Southwest Street, I just 

basically want to echo what Kyle said. I mean, and all we're talking about is the zoning 

changed tonight, but tonight that is our only protection we have as homeowners. We 

moved there knowing what zoning is. We knew there was bigger lots and that was our 

expectation. We would like it to stay that way. Don't think it's right that someone can 

come in and for their profit ruin our quality of life. I mean, we all know Grantsville, 

you don't go moving next to a pig farm and then complain that it stinks. For the same 

thing, you don't take a pig farm and move it into a residential and not expect the 



neighbors to complain. And so, that's all we ask you, that you protect our property if 

you're zoning, because we don't have any other protection once you guys do that. And 

that's it. 

 

 Randy Smith stated to the Commission: I'm Randy Smith. My wife and I have not 

lived here... Our family has not lived here very long. We've lived here three years. So, 

there's one personal note, that the value of our home could go down with commercial 

or that type of property. But besides just ourselves, I did have a question, if anybody 

could answer this, what would this mixed decision, to make it a mixed category do to 

the ability for the people on Apple Street, both sides of it, to have animals? Would it 

take that away? The only other thought I had was this is a growing town, but there's a 

lot of space. There's a lot of opportunities. Other than taking down a nice home, right 

across the street from us would be one home that might be torn down. It's a very nice 

home. There's just a lot of opportunities to put a condo or a commercial place 

elsewhere in the city. That should be explored. That's just my opinion. 

 

 Rick Barchers stated to the Commission: I don't live in that area. Personally, I'm not a 

fan of free for all zones. I'm sure Mr. Wagstaff has some idea of what he plans to do 

with the property if he's going to spend the money to purchase it. I have no doubt of 

that. The only purpose that I can see for a free for all zone is to put in what is going to 

be least desirable for their neighbors, whether it's legal or not. That's up to you guys. 

That's your decision. That's not mine. I'm not saying I'm for it or against it. I mean, he 

can propose whatever he wants, and I may be perfectly fine with it, but to not define 

what your plans are for the property, I personally have an issue with that, especially 

when it affects the neighbors. Thank you. 

 

No additional comments were offered, Chairman, Brian Pattee closed the public 

hearing at 7:41 p.m.   

 
 

The Planning Commission recommended approval this item on June 2, 2022, with some 

discussion and the motion is at the end of the discussion: 

Mike Wagstaff was present for this agenda item: 

The Commission didn’t have any additional discussion on this agenda item.   

Erik made a motion to recommend approval of the General Plan and Future Land 

Use Map Amendment for Mike Wagstaff to go from a Mixed-Use Density 

Designation and Medium Density Residential Designation to a Mixed-Use Density 

Designation for the property located at 360 West Apple Street. John seconded the 

motion. All voted in favor and the motion carried.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- End of Memorandum- 

 





























AGENDA ITEM #5 

Discussion regarding the General 

Plan and Future Land Use Map 

Amendment for Mike Wagstaff to go 

from a Mixed-Use Density 

Designation and Medium Density 

Residential Designation to a Mixed-

Use Density Designation for the 

property located at 374 West Apple 

Street. 

 

 

 

 

 



_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

                                    MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: June 8, 2022 

 

TO:  Braydee Baugh, City Recorder 

 

FROM: Kristy Clark, Zoning Administrator 

 

RE: ZONING ITEMS UP FOR CONSIDERATION AT COUNCIL MEETING TO 

BE HELD JUNE 15, 2022 
_______________________________________________________________________________________ 

City Council Agenda Item #5: Consideration of Ordinance 2022-09 amending the 

Grantsville City General Plan and Future Land Use Map to go from a Mixed-Use 

Density Designation and Medium Density Residential Designation to a Mixed-Use 

Density Designation for the property located at 374 West Apple Street. 
 

The Planning Commission held a discussion and public hearing on this agenda item  

May 19, 2022: 

 

Discussion:  
 

Mike Wagstaff was present for this discussion.  

 

Gary Pinkham asked, what is your intention here? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, to do a mixed-use development with commercial and 

residential.  

 

Gary Pinkham asked, what kind of commercial are you looking at? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, I'm guessing right now probably something in the 10,000 

square foot building range. We've talked about a drive through, or a combination of 

office and restaurant. The commercial would be built last. That's a little further down 

the road, but that's the general idea of what's being thrown around right now. 

 

Brian Pattee asked, do this Peach Street go all the way through? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, no. It dead ends. 

 

Erik Stromberg asked, what is before the commercial? Are you going to do single 

family? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, residential. It's a weird market. I think that's where we're 

really landing. Honestly, I wanted to build more and go denser, but I don't think we 

can do it. It just doesn't pencil. It would be owner occupied; is the direction we're 

going right now. 
 

 

 



 Public Hearing:  

 

 Chairman, Brian Pattee opened the public hearing at 7:31 p.m. and called for 

comments.  

 

 Kyle Hammond stated to the Commission: My name is Kyle Hammond. I've lived at 

77 Southwest Street for the last 10 years. Grantsville resident, my entire life of 39. 

Third generation Grantsville person. We're trying to raise a fourth. I chose West Street 

as my home. I liked the property. I had open space with sprinklers in front of me, very 

quiet street in front of me. Past 10 years has definitely changed. For any of those that 

don't live on West Street, it is a very, very popular street now with all the rezoning 

going down that street, so we've lost our front yards. I don't even let my kids play in 

my front yard anymore. We have concerts basically every Friday for weddings and 

Saturdays from April to October. My backyard is my haven. I have a patio, a deck and 

privacy. I put a six-foot vinyl fence down both sides, left the back, an old rickety chain 

link fence so I could see the open. Purposely did that for the space. So, it slapped me 

upside the face a little bit to figure out that you could take existing homes on less than 

two acres and offer them some money to leave or stay, I'm not sure what the plan is. 

And change the open space into possible condos apartments. Two, three stories, who 

knows what's going on? So, I'm just worried about losing my backyard. Maybe that's 

not even an argument to even be here and beyond your guys' plan and I'm just up here 

rambling. When I was notified of this, I definitely went around and started getting 

signatures from everybody because I didn't know what I was doing. I don't think any of 

us want it. I think there's a lot of other places in town that are being rezoned that can 

handle places like this. I know we're close to Main Street, but if the future plan of 

Grantsville is to take land occupied by viable homes and changing them, I'm worried 

that it's going to just turn into the Wild West for sure. And maybe I'm the young kid 

that was an idiot that bought a beautiful established home in an old part of town and 

not a new place, but that's where I chose. And I don't owe very much of my home 

anymore, and I feel like I'm going to be stuck with something behind us that we don't 

want and that we won't be able to leave. I did reach out to Mr. Wagstaff. I was 

surprised he responded. It's a couple plans I'm sure he has in his pocket, some that are 

probably going to be more favorable than others, but I'd rather not see it happen at all. 

One thing I was looking at on this mixed-use zone, "Set developments and mixed-use 

zone shall be designed as to integrate the residential and commercial components into 

a harmonious development to be compatible with existing anticipated areas." I don't 

know what's compatible and harmonious about putting condominiums and apartments 

around 30, 50-year-old homes right in the middle of their block. I don't see it. And I 

don't know if your guys' purpose is to do what's best for the city, what's best for the 

people of this city or both, but I would consider it as if it were your own backyard, 

please.  

 

 Bruce Gilbert stated to the Commission: I'm Bruce Gilbert, 53 Southwest Street, I just 

basically want to echo what Kyle said. I mean, and all we're talking about is the zoning 

changed tonight, but tonight that is our only protection we have as homeowners. We 

moved there knowing what zoning is. We knew there was bigger lots and that was our 

expectation. We would like it to stay that way. Don't think it's right that someone can 

come in and for their profit ruin our quality of life. I mean, we all know Grantsville, 

you don't go moving next to a pig farm and then complain that it stinks. For the same 

thing, you don't take a pig farm and move it into a residential and not expect the 



neighbors to complain. And so, that's all we ask you, that you protect our property if 

you're zoning, because we don't have any other protection once you guys do that. And 

that's it. 

 

 Randy Smith stated to the Commission: I'm Randy Smith. My wife and I have not 

lived here... Our family has not lived here very long. We've lived here three years. So, 

there's one personal note, that the value of our home could go down with commercial 

or that type of property. But besides just ourselves, I did have a question, if anybody 

could answer this, what would this mixed decision, to make it a mixed category do to 

the ability for the people on Apple Street, both sides of it, to have animals? Would it 

take that away? The only other thought I had was this is a growing town, but there's a 

lot of space. There's a lot of opportunities. Other than taking down a nice home, right 

across the street from us would be one home that might be torn down. It's a very nice 

home. There's just a lot of opportunities to put a condo or a commercial place 

elsewhere in the city. That should be explored. That's just my opinion. 

 

 Rick Barchers stated to the Commission: I don't live in that area. Personally, I'm not a 

fan of free for all zones. I'm sure Mr. Wagstaff has some idea of what he plans to do 

with the property if he's going to spend the money to purchase it. I have no doubt of 

that. The only purpose that I can see for a free for all zone is to put in what is going to 

be least desirable for their neighbors, whether it's legal or not. That's up to you guys. 

That's your decision. That's not mine. I'm not saying I'm for it or against it. I mean, he 

can propose whatever he wants, and I may be perfectly fine with it, but to not define 

what your plans are for the property, I personally have an issue with that, especially 

when it affects the neighbors. Thank you. 

 

No additional comments were offered, Chairman, Brian Pattee closed the public 

hearing at 7:41 p.m.   

 
 

The Planning Commission recommended approval this item on June 2, 2022, with some 

discussion and the motion is at the end of the discussion: 

Mike Wagstaff was present for this agenda item: 

The Commission didn’t have any additional discussion on this agenda item.   

 

Erik made a motion to recommend approval of the General Plan and Future Land 

Use Map Amendment for Mike Wagstaff to go from a Mixed-Use Density 

Designation and Medium Density Residential Designation to a Mixed-Use Density 

Designation for the property located at 374 West Apple Street. John seconded the 

motion. All voted in favor and the motion carried.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

- End of Memorandum- 

 

























AGENDA ITEM #6 

Discussion regarding the Rezone of 

1.88 acres of land located at 360 West 

Apple Street go from an RM-7 zone to 

a Mixed Use zone for Mike Wagstaff. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: June 8, 2022 

 

TO:  Braydee Baugh, City Recorder 

 

FROM: Kristy Clark, Zoning Administrator 

 

RE: ZONING ITEMS UP FOR CONSIDERATION AT COUNCIL MEETING TO 

BE HELD JUNE 15, 2022 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

City Council Agenda Items #6: Consideration of Ordinance 2022-XX amending the 

official zoning map of Grantsville City, Utah to rezone 1.88 acres of land located at 

360 West Apple Street go from an RM-7 zone to a Mixed Use zone for Mike 

Wagstaff. 

 
The Planning Commission held a discussion and public hearing on this agenda item  

May 19, 2022: 

 

Discussion:  
 

Mike Wagstaff was present for this discussion.  

 

Gary Pinkham asked, if it's already RM-7, and you're leaning towards single family 

residential, why not just leave it RM-7? 

 

Erik Stromberg asked, are you looking to rezone so you can do commercial? Is that 

why you’re really wanting to rezone? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, we’re planning on a mixed-use development that is in line 

with the General Plan. 

 

Kristy Clark mentioned, if you remember, he's bought the trailer court across the 

street from the public works building. He already got the rezone for mixed use on that 

property. These properties adjoin that property and make it to where he will have 

access from Main Street to Apple Street, which would give him secondary access for 

the residential and the commercial. 

 

Gary Pinkham stated, with the no man's land in between, they're not continuous 

parcels. 

 

Kristy Clark stated, you may have to fix that, Mike. You may have to go and figure 

out who owns it and get that fixed. 

 

Mike Wagstaff stated, I’ll have to double check on that. I have title reports that says 

that it’s all good. 

 

Kristy Clark asked, the title reports say that strip is part of these properties?  

 



Mike Wagstaff answered, when you bring it up, I want to double check that, make 

sure that insurance is in place. 

 

Mayor Critchlow stated, where my brother lives, which is just on the back side of this, 

there's a strip that goes through there, and right now it should show that it’s owned by 

Marlon Yates. There was a quick claim deed that hasn't been recorded yet for that the 

part of the strip south of Nolan's place that is now part of his property. I'm not sure 

what needs to be done with the rest of the strip on the south side of the trailer court. 

 

Attorney Coombs stated, the County GIS is showing that as being Peach Street.  

 

Brian Pattee asked, would the Peach Street right of way go into this property? 

 

Attorney Coombs answered, yes it would.  

 

Gary Pinkham asked, so these parcels that we are looking at today are intended for 

higher density housing?  

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, yes. The commercial will be off Main Street and the 

residential will be off of Apple Street.  

 

 

Public Hearing:  

 

  Chairman, Brian Pattee opened the public hearing at 7:42 p.m. and called for comments.  

 

 Kyle Hammond stated to the Commission: I just don't know how all this stuff works. So, if 

we're taking two lots and we're talking about rezoning those into commercial slash 

residential, does it matter what the trailer park is? That's a whole different property, right? 

  

 Gary Pinkham answered, it is.  

 

 Kyle Hammond asked, so you'd have to put commercial on those back two properties, right? 

 

 Gary Pinkham answered, you don’t have to because he would own all three. It's an option 

but what he's mentioned is he's not going to put commercial on the Apple Street. 

 

 Kyle Hammond asked, but those two back properties can still be changed to mixed use, 

which is supposed to be commercial and residential. 

 

 Gary Pinkham answered, Yeah, which would allow the other uses under the mixed-use code. 

And if he does commercial, it sounds like he'd do it on Main Street side. 

 

 Kyle Hammond stated, Okay. I just didn't know if there were technically three different 

parcels that if they would just be combined into one, as far as the consideration. 

 

 Gary Pinkham stated, I don't know if he's intention used to marry them up or leave them as 

three separate parcels, but that's his business. Being contiguous, if they resolved the issue 
with a little no man’s land in between, it could be developed as one development that may 

still legally be three parcels if he doesn't marry up. 

 



 Kyle Hammond mentioned, yeah. And, I don't think Peach Street is an access point. You're 

going to make some people mad on that quite little street. It's hardly even the street. 

 

 Brian Pattee asked, so just to clarify, it’s already an RM-7 correct? 

 

 Kristy Clark answered, yes.  

 

No additional comments were offered, Chairman, Brian Pattee closed the public hearing 

at 7:49 p.m.   

 
 

The Planning Commission recommended approval this item on June 2, 2022, with some 

discussion and the motion is at the end of the discussion: 

Mike Wagstaff was present for this agenda item: 

The Commission didn’t have any additional discussion on this agenda item.   

Jaime made a motion to recommend approval of a Rezone of 1.88 acres of land 

located at 360 West Apple Street go from an RM-7 zone to a Mixed Use zone for 

Mike Wagstaff. Gary seconded the motion. All voted in favor and the motion 

carried.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- End of Memorandum- 





























AGENDA ITEM #7 

Discussion regarding the Rezone of 

1.62 acres of land located at 374 West 

Apple Street to go from an RM-7 zone 

to a Mixed Use zone for Mike 

Wagstaff. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE: June 8, 2022 

 

TO:  Braydee Baugh, City Recorder 

 

FROM: Kristy Clark, Zoning Administrator 

 

RE: ZONING ITEMS UP FOR CONSIDERATION AT COUNCIL MEETING TO 

BE HELD JUNE 15, 2022 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. City Council Agenda Items #7: Consideration of Ordinance 2022-10 amending 

the official zoning map of Grantsville City, Utah to rezone 1.62 acres of land 

located at 374 West Apple Street to go from an RM-7 zone to a Mixed Use zone for 

Mike Wagstaff. 

 
The Planning Commission held a discussion and public hearing on this agenda item  

May 19, 2022: 

 

Discussion:  
 

Mike Wagstaff was present for this discussion.  

 

Gary Pinkham asked, if it's already RM-7, and you're leaning towards single family 

residential, why not just leave it RM-7? 

 

Erik Stromberg asked, are you looking to rezone so you can do commercial? Is that 

why you’re really wanting to rezone? 

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, we’re planning on a mixed-use development that is in line 

with the General Plan. 

 

Kristy Clark mentioned, if you remember, he's bought the trailer court across the 

street from the public works building. He already got the rezone for mixed use on that 

property. These properties adjoin that property and make it to where he will have 

access from Main Street to Apple Street, which would give him secondary access for 

the residential and the commercial. 

 

Gary Pinkham stated, with the no man's land in between, they're not continuous 

parcels. 

 

Kristy Clark stated, you may have to fix that, Mike. You may have to go and figure 

out who owns it and get that fixed. 

 

Mike Wagstaff stated, I’ll have to double check on that. I have title reports that says 

that it’s all good. 

 

Kristy Clark asked, the title reports say that strip is part of these properties?  

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, when you bring it up, I want to double check that, make 

sure that insurance is in place. 



 

Mayor Critchlow stated, where my brother lives, which is just on the back side of this, 

there's a strip that goes through there, and right now it should show that it’s owned by 

Marlon Yates. There was a quick claim deed that hasn't been recorded yet for that the 

part of the strip south of Nolan's place that is now part of his property. I'm not sure 

what needs to be done with the rest of the strip on the south side of the trailer court. 

 

Attorney Coombs stated, the County GIS is showing that as being Peach Street.  

 

Brian Pattee asked, would the Peach Street right of way go into this property? 

 

Attorney Coombs answered, yes it would.  

 

Gary Pinkham asked, so these parcels that we are looking at today are intended for 

higher density housing?  

 

Mike Wagstaff answered, yes. The commercial will be off Main Street and the 

residential will be off of Apple Street.  

 

 

Public Hearing:  

 

  Chairman, Brian Pattee opened the public hearing at 7:42 p.m. and called for comments.  

 

 Kyle Hammond stated to the Commission: I just don't know how all this stuff works. So, if 

we're taking two lots and we're talking about rezoning those into commercial slash 

residential, does it matter what the trailer park is? That's a whole different property, right? 

  

 Gary Pinkham answered, it is.  

 

 Kyle Hammond asked, so you'd have to put commercial on those back two properties, right? 

 

 Gary Pinkham answered, you don’t have to because he would own all three. It's an option 

but what he's mentioned is he's not going to put commercial on the Apple Street. 

 

 Kyle Hammond asked, but those two back properties can still be changed to mixed use, 

which is supposed to be commercial and residential. 

 

 Gary Pinkham answered, Yeah, which would allow the other uses under the mixed-use code. 

And if he does commercial, it sounds like he'd do it on Main Street side. 

 

 Kyle Hammond stated, Okay. I just didn't know if there were technically three different 

parcels that if they would just be combined into one, as far as the consideration. 

 

 Gary Pinkham stated, I don't know if he's intention used to marry them up or leave them as 

three separate parcels, but that's his business. Being contiguous, if they resolved the issue 
with a little no man’s land in between, it could be developed as one development that may 

still legally be three parcels if he doesn't marry up. 

 

 Kyle Hammond mentioned, yeah. And, I don't think Peach Street is an access point. You're 

going to make some people mad on that quite little street. It's hardly even the street. 



 

 Brian Pattee asked, so just to clarify, it’s already an RM-7 correct? 

 

 Kristy Clark answered, yes.  

 

No additional comments were offered, Chairman, Brian Pattee closed the public hearing 

at 7:49 p.m.   

 
 

The Planning Commission recommended approval this item on June 2, 2022, with some 

discussion and the motion is at the end of the discussion: 

Mike Wagstaff was present for this agenda item: 

The Commission didn’t have any additional discussion on this agenda item.   

Erik made a motion to recommend approval of a Rezone of 1.62 acres of land 

located at 374 West Apple Street to go from an RM-7 zone to a Mixed Use zone for 

Mike Wagstaff. John seconded the motion. All voted in favor and the motion 

carried.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

- End of Memorandum- 

























AGENDA ITEM #8 

Discussion with Robert Rouselle 

regarding the water usage 

requirements 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



1 Lot size capped at 1 acre (any lots larger than 1 acre would still use 1 acre in the equation) 

* 1 acre = 43,560 square feet 

Grantsville City Water Right Dedication Requirements 

 

Indoor Drinking Water 

Single Family Residential: 0.218 ac-ft per Dwelling Unit 

Multi-Unit Residential: 0.120 ac-ft per Dwelling Unit 

Non-Residential: 0.00908 ac-ft per fixture unit 

 

*Based on metered data for Grantsville City. Single Family Dwelling Unit = 1 ERC, Multi-Unit Dwelling Unit = 0.55 ERC, 1 ERC = 24 fixture units. 

 

Outdoor Drinking Water 

 No Xeriscape 

 Residential = (lot size1, acres) * (0.64) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)  

 Non-Residential = (irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac) 

 

Typical Residential Lot Sizes (No Xeriscape) 

Residential Lot Size 
Outdoor Water Right 

Dedication (ac-ft) 

7,000 sq ft 0.34 

8,000 sq ft 0.39 

10,000 sq ft 0.49 

14,000 sq ft 0.68 

1/2 acre 1.07 

2/3 acre 1.42 

3/4 acre 1.60 

1.0 acre 2.13 

> 1.0 acre 2.13 

 

 Xeriscape Front Yard Only 

Residential = (lot size1, acres) * [(0.18) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) + (0.46) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)] 

 

Typical Residential Lot Sizes (Xeriscape Front Yard Only) 

Residential Lot Size 
Outdoor Water Right 

Dedication (ac-ft) 

7,000 sq ft 0.31 

8,000 sq ft 0.36 

10,000 sq ft 0.45 

14,000 sq ft 0.62 

1/2 acre 0.97 

2/3 acre 1.29 

3/4 acre 1.46 

1.0 acre 1.94 

> 1.0 acre 1.94 



1 Lot size capped at 1 acre (any lots larger than 1 acre would still use 1 acre in the equation) 

* 1 acre = 43,560 square feet 

 Xeriscape Entire Lot 

Residential = (lot size1, acres) * (0.64) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) 

Non-Residential = (irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) 

 

Typical Residential Lot Sizes (Xeriscape Entire Lot) 

Residential Lot Size 
Outdoor Water Right 

Dedication (ac-ft) 

7,000 sq ft 0.23 

8,000 sq ft 0.27 

10,000 sq ft 0.33 

14,000 sq ft 0.47 

1/2 acre 0.73 

2/3 acre 0.97 

3/4 acre 1.09 

1.0 acre 1.46 

> 1.0 acre 1.46 

 

*Based on Utah State Standards. Assumes Residential total irrigated area = 64% of lot size, Residential front yard irrigated area = 18% of lot size, 64% 

irrigation efficiency, xeriscaping includes 35% turf. 

 

OR 

Outdoor Irrigation 

Number of Grantsville Irrigation Co. Shares (round up to whole number) = (water right quantity 

determined for “Outdoor Drinking Water”, ac-ft) / (0.31 ac-ft/share) 

 

*As of June 2022, 1 share of Grantsville Irrigation Company = 100,000 gallons per year (0.31 ac-ft per year) 

 

Example Calculations 

Development Information 
Indoor Water Right 

Dedication 
Outdoor Water Right Dedication 

Single family home, 8,000 sq ft lot, 
no xeriscape 

= 0.218 * 1 = 0.218 ac-ft = (8,000 / 43,560) * 0.64 * 3.33 = 0.39 ac-ft 

Single family home, 1/2 acre lot, 
xeriscape front yard only 

= 0.218 * 1 = 0.218 ac-ft = 1/2 * [(0.18 * 2.28) + (0.46 * 3.33)] = 0.97 ac-ft 

Single family home, 2 acre lot, 
xeriscape entire lot 

= 0.218 * 1 = 0.218 ac-ft = 1 * 0.64 * 2.28 = 1.46 ac-ft 

Townhome, 2 units, 14,000 sq ft lot, 
xeriscape front yard only 

= 0.120 * 2 = 0.24 ac-ft 
= (14,000 / 43,560) * [(0.18 * 2.28) + (0.46 * 3.33)] = 
0.62 ac-ft 

Apartment building, 50 units, 3/4 
acre lot, xeriscape entire lot 

= 0.120 * 50 = 6.00 ac-ft = 3/4 * 0.64 * 2.28 = 1.09 ac-ft 

Commercial building, 30 fixture units, 
5,000 sq ft irrigated area, no 
xeriscape 

= 0.00908 * 30 = 0.27 ac-ft = (5,000 / 43,560) * 3.33 = 0.38 ac-ft 

Industrial warehouse, 40 fixture 
units, 2 acre irrigated area, xeriscape 

= 0.00908 * 40 = 0.36 ac-ft = 2 * 2.28 = 4.56 ac-ft 

 



AGENDA ITEM #9 

Discussion regarding firework 

restrictions within City Limits 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	 	 	
16-1-14 Fireworks Restriction

(1) The Grantsville City Fire Marshal shall have the authority to place restrictions on firework acquisition 
and use, and any other restrictions,  which the Marshal determines necessary based on findings that 
safety so requires. 

(2) For the purpose of this Ordinance, the City hereby incorporates the definitions from Utah Code 53-7-
202 of the Fire Prevention and Fireworks Act

(3) A person may not discharge fireworks in the City except as follows:

  (a) beginning on July 2 and ending on July 5; and beginning on July 22 and ending on July 25 
between the hours of 11:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m., except that on July 4 and July 24, the hours are 
11:00 a.m. to midnight.

(b) beginning on December 31 at 11:00 a.m. until January 1 at 1:00 a.m., except if New Year's Eve 
is on a Sunday, and the Marshal permits, a person may discharge fireworks on that prior Saturday.

(4) A person may discharge fireworks within the City, subject to the restrictions herein, provided 
discharge of the fireworks begins within the following boundaries:


(a) Commencing at the south east corner of Cooley and Clark Streets, running thence east along 
the south side of Clark Street to the south west corner of Clark and Booth Street, thence south along 
the west side of Booth Street to the north west corner of Booth and Main Street, thence west along 
the north side of main Street to Matthews Lane, thence south along the west side of Matthews Lane 
to the north west corner of Matthews Lane and Durfee Street, thence west along the north side of 
Durfee Street to the north east corner of Durfee and West Street, thence north along the east side of 
West Street to the south east corner of West and Clark Street.

(b) Outside the boundaries listed in GCC 16-1-14(4)(a), provided the discharge originate from the 
interior portion of the subdivision, not on a lot or road that is the outside boundary of the subdivision.

(5) A violation of this Section is a class C misdemeanor.

(6) Any invidivdial who negligently, recklessly, or intentionally causes or spreads a fire through discharge 
of a class C explosive is liable for the cost of suppressing the fire and any damages the fire causes, as 
permitted by Utah Code 53-7-225.1(2018).

HISTORY

Amended by Ord. 2020-17 on 6/17/2020


	 	

https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=16-1-14_Fireworks_Restriction
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/ordinances/pdf/Ord_2020-17.pdf


AGENDA ITEM #10 

Discussion regarding cemetery street 

names 

AGENDA ITEM #11 

Council Reports 

AGENDA ITEM #12 

Closed Session (Personnel, Imminent 

Litigation) 

AGENDA ITEM #13 

Adjourn 

 

 


