
 

Meeting Procedures 
Outline of Meeting Procedures: 

 The Chair will call the meeting to order, read the opening meeting statement, and then introduce the item. 

 The typical 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: 
 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 
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. 

 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 will be left with the Planning Commission. 

Remember Your Objective: 
 Keep your emotions under control, be polite, and be respectful. 
 It does not do your cause any good to anger, alienate, or antagonize the group you are standing in front of. 



 
 

OGDEN VALLEY PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

MEETING AGENDA 
 

 

                           September 23, 2025 
                           Pre-meeting 4:30pm/Regular Meeting 5:00 pm 

 

 Pledge of Allegiance 

 Roll Call: 
 

1. Minutes: July 22, 2025 
 

2. Consent Items: 
 

2.1 CUP 2025-11: Request for approval of a conditional use permit for a sewer lift station (a public utility substation) to service   
17 lots in Osprey Ranch Subdivision Phase 2, located at approximately 1940 N Shamy Way, Eden, UT, 84310. 

 
2.2 CUP 2025-12: Request for approval of a well pump house to serve the Cobabe Ranch and Eden Crossing developments, 

through the Ogden Valley Mutual Water Company (DDW System #29132). Wells have been drilled and plans for the well 
house have been submitted to the State Division of Drinking Water for approval. 

 
3. Legislative items:  

 
3.1 ZDA 2025-07: A request from Mountain Dreams LLC 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 45.53 acres, located at 4200 E 4100 N, Eden, UT, 84310 in the FV-3 Zone.  
Staff Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte 
 

3.2 ZMA2025-02: a request for a public hearing, discussion, and possible recommendation regarding an application for a zoning 
map amendment to rezone approximately 4 acres in the Nordic Valley area from the Forest Valley (FV-3) zone to the Form 
Based (FB) zone. Such rezone would apply the Form-Based zone’s Small Lot Residential (SLR) street type to the property.  
Applicant: Dan Mabey. Staff Presenter: Charlie Ewert.  
 

3.3 ZDA2024-02: a request for a public hearing, discussion, and possible recommendation regarding an application for a zoning 
development agreement for the Gateway Estates subdivision intended to vest the property in current zoning and 
development rights.  
Applicant: Matt Lowe. Staff Presenter: Charlie Ewert. 
 

3.4 ZDA2025-06: a request for a public hearing, discussion, and possible recommendation regarding an application for a zoning 
development agreement to memorialize and preserve zoning development rights for property at the end of Stringtown 
Road owned by Ogden City. Applicant: Ogden City;  
Representative: Brady Herd.  Staff Presenter: Charlie Ewert 
 

3.5 ZMA2025-04 and ZTA2025-02: request for a public hearing, discussion, and possible recommendation regarding an 
application to rezone approximately 8.73 acres of land from the AV-3 zone to the FB zone, to amend the Eden Crossing 
development agreement, and to amend the Eden Street Regulating Plan in county code.  
Applicant: Eden Crossing LLC. Staff Presenter: Charlie Ewert. 
 
 
 

4. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda: 
5. Remarks from Planning Commissioners: 
6.  Planning Director Report:  

7. Remarks from Legal Counsel 

Adjourn 

 
 



 

 
The meeting will be held in person at the Weber County Chambers, 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 801-399-8371 
before 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 801-399-8761 
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Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the Ogden Valley Planning Commission for July 22, 2025. Pre-meeting – 4:30 p.m./ Regular Meeting 
commencing at 5:00 p.m. 
 

Ogden Valley Planning Commissioners Present: Janet Wampler (Chair), Jeff Barber (Vice Chair), Jeff Burton, Bryce Froerer, 
Heidi H. Gross, and James (Jim) T. Morgan. 
 
Staff Present:  Rick Grover, Planning Director; Charlie Ewert, Principal Planner; Felix Lleverino, Planner; Tammy Aydelotte, 
Planner; Courtlan Erickson, Legal Counsel; Marta Borchert, Office Specialist. 

 

 Pledge of Allegiance 

 Roll Call: Chair Wampler conducted roll call indicated Commissioner Warburton was excused from the meeting; all other 
Commissioners were present. She welcomed new Commissioners Heidi Gross and Jim Morgan.  

 
Chair Wampler called for Commissioners to declare any conflicts of interest or ex-parte communications. No declarations were 
made.  
 
1. Legislative items:  
1.1 ZDA2025-05: A public hearing, discussion and possible decision regarding a development agreement amendment for the 
Exchange, a previously approved master planned development in the Wolf Creek area. Staff Presenter - Charlie Ewert.  
Applicant: Eric Householder 
 
Planning Director Grover provided an explanation of the Planning Commission’s role and responsibilities when dealing with 
legislative items. He noted that the applicant has requested a recommendation from the Commission this evening and, therefore, 
tabling the application is not an option.  
 
A staff memo from Principal Planner Ewert explained the purpose of the requested development agreement amendment is to 
clarify roles, reduce inconsistencies, correct errors, and improve interpretation by separating The Exchange from a previously 
combined development agreement (shared with Eagle Crest and Cobabe Ranch). The applicant also proposes a revised concept 
plan, updated land uses, and modified development standards. Following are the key points of the amendment: 
 
1. Clarifying and Simplifying Agreements - The 2023 development agreement combined three developments into one 

agreement, causing potential interpretive and legal challenges. Eagle Crest and Cobabe Ranch now have their own 
agreements. This amendment would complete the separation by creating a standalone agreement for The Exchange, reducing 
future risk of conflict. 

2. Revised Concept Plan - New plan reduces frontage on Highway 158 and shifts some land uses. Condominiums are being 
replaced with townhomes and general multi-family dwelling units and general retail is being replaced with multi-purpose 
commercial. These changes are consistent with the CVR-1 zone. A bigger change is the hotel footprint, which is proposed to 
increase (from ~11,000 sq. ft. to ~55,000 sq. ft.). The increase is still allowed under current zoning, but worth noting. 

3. New Land Use Categories & Standards – The proposal groups development into four categories: townhomes, multi-family, 
commercial, and hotel. Each category has a defined list of allowed/prohibited uses (see Exhibit C of the development 
agreement for a full review). Additionally, alternative development standards are being proposed, that differ in content but 
perhaps not in context from those already allowed in the CVR-1 zone. A comparison table (Exhibit D) helps visualize these 
changes. 

4. Residential Density - No change proposed to total potential units (144 max), but of these units, 80 have already been moved 
to Eagle Crest and 64 remain with The Exchange. The applicant holds 20 “floating units” being proposed to be assigned. There 
are no other developments controlled by the applicant to which these floating units can be assigned. Thus, the proposed 
agreement sets an “initial density” of 84 units (144-80+20), with the maximum of 144 only being possible via future 
transferable development rights. 

5. Zoning Implications – The property zoning is not proposed to changed (CVR-1, RE-15, MPDOZ). However, ~1.89 acres still 
zoned RE-15 are treated as CVR-1 by both the existing and proposed agreement, effectively nullifying the application of the 
RE-15 zone to the property. County may consider a future zoning map amendment to formally align the zones. 
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Both planning and legal staff have reviewed the proposal and offer several edits, corrections, and suggestions. Those are either 
identified in track changes or in comment bubbles in the right margin of the draft agreement. Staff’s review of the proposed 
concept plan can be reviewed in Figure 5 below, or if more clarity is needed, in the Exhibits of the proposed agreement.  After 
reviewing the proposal within the constraints of the existing approved development agreement and the intended context of the 
Ogden Valley General Plan, and the CVR-1 zone, it is staff’s opinion that this development agreement amendment will help 
advance the vision and goals of the plan and contribute to the general welfare of the residents regardless of the governing 
jurisdiction. Staff is recommending approval of the development agreement amendment. This recommendation is offered with 
the following considerations: 
1. Staff’s comments, suggestion, and edits regarding the DA should be more fully addressed prior to county commission 

approval.  
 
This recommendation is offered 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 provide for better 

project outcomes than. 
3. A negotiated development agreement is the most reliable way for both the jurisdiction and the applicant to realize mutual 

benefit. 
 

 
The Commission engaged in high level discussion of changes to the land use table relative to housing unit types; the number of 
transferrable development rights (TDRs) that are available for the project and receiving areas within the project for the ‘floating’ 
20 Wolf Creek TDRs; employee and affordable housing requirements in the project area; short term rentals (STRs) and whether 
there will still be a demand for that type of housing unit given inclusion of a hotel in the project area; traffic impacts associated 
with the project and the ability of Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) roads to handle an increased capacity in the Ogden 
Valley; how the updated project concept deviates from the 2023 approved concept plan and the County’s ability to enforce 
language or development requirements/standards cited in the 2023 development agreement; and pedestrian access/trails in the 
project area.  
 
Chair Wampler invited input from the applicant.  
 
John Lewis, Huntsville, approached the Commission and expressed a willingness to answer any questions they have.  
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Chair Wampler asked if the plans for the subject property include an amphitheater, to which Mr. Lewis answered not currently 
and noted the entire project plan is still in the conceptual phase; he is attempting to clarify allowed uses in the project area and 
combine the three historical development agreements (DAs) into one for the project. Chair Wampler stated the 2015 DA and 
concept plan included an amphitheater; she would like for that component of the project to be carefully considered from a 
health/safety standpoint given that it was located fairly close to one of the tee boxes on the golf course. She then asked Mr. Lewis 
if he knew where he planned to bring the 60 TDRs from for this project. Mr. Lewis answered yes.  
 
Commissioner Gross inquired as to the number of rooms to be included in the hotel. Mr. Lewis reiterated that the plans for the 
property are conceptual in nature, but he is guessing the hotel size would be approximately 130 rooms with some 
event/conference space. He expressed an understanding of the requirement to comply with the County’s land use code (LUC).  
 
Commissioner Froerer asked for an explanation of the request for an extra 10-feet relative to the maximum building height in the 
project. Mr. Lewis stated he was trying to secure some flexibility to accommodate architectural plans for the project. 
Commissioner Froerer asked how much below ground development there will be on the site. Mr. Lewis stated he anticipates at 
least one floor underground, particularly for the hotel.  
 
Commissioner Morgan asked if there was any consideration of overflow parking for the project area. Mr. Lewis acknowledged 
potential concerns related to parking requirements for a project of this size; he referenced a parking lot included in the concept 
plan and stated it is so big because it will provide for overflow parking area and prevent the need for on-street parking along the 
highway.  
 
Commissioner Gross asked how any type of underground development, including construction of an underground parking 
structure, could impact the water table in the area. Mr. Lewis stated he has not seen a problem with water table in this particular 
location, but if any issues are found they will be addressed in the engineering stages of the development.  
 
Mr. Lewis then stated he has listened to the concerns expressed by the Planning Commission tonight; he considers this property 
and the proposed project to be the ‘crown jewel’ of the Ogden Valley and he wants to get it right. He would like to hear what the 
audience has to say about the project and then make final comments to the Commission. He is willing to compromise with the 
Planning Commission and the public. Chair Wampler stated that she feels Mr. Lewis has asked for a lot and has not offered 
anything in return in the form of a compromise; she would like to hear what he can offer in terms of amenities that will benefit 
the public. She looks forward to hearing about his compromises after the public hearing.  
 
Vice Chair Barber moved to open the public hearing; Commissioner Froerer seconded the motion; all voted in favor.  
 
Miranda Menzies, 3807 N. Elkridge Trail, Eden, stated she is speaking on her own behalf and not in representation of any 
association she belonged to in the past. She first asked that the agreement be approved, not exactly as written, but overall, the 
commercial core needs to be clarified. She asked for the following changes or modifications: limiting maximum building heights 
to 50 feet as required by the LUC because of the proximity of the project to existing residential homes and because of the height 
of the hill where the hotel is proposed to be located. She would also like architectural guidelines that would be applied to the 
hotel and the rest of the project. She has been told many things over the years by Mr. Lewis; he told her when the land was 
rezoned for commercial use that it would be a recreation center for the community. She knows that is not the case, but maybe 
the hotel pool could be opened to the public at times for lap swimming. She also noted she and Mr. Lewis built the pathway in 
the Valley together and the area needs the pathway to continue through the project and up to Elkhorn Drive, and preferably all 
the way to the Fairways development. This will help to achieve connectivity of public pathways in the Valley. She discussed other 
pathway routes in the area and indicated there are some spots along the paths where the likelihood of a vehicular collision is 
higher. There have been plans for an underground tunnel for the trail and golf cart path to improve user safety and she suggested 
that the tunnel be made part of this project area. It has already been designed and should be incorporated into the site plan for 
the project. She also spoke briefly to comments that have been made about water on the subject property; Mr. Ewert has been 
making statements about Pineview that are inaccurate. Pineview does not provide any water to the Valley and only has storage 
infrastructure in the area. Weber Basin Water Conservancy also does not have water rights, and they only have storage rights; 
they release water out of the reservoir to supply customers downstream. They own the top section of the reservoir and other 
water right owners include Ogden City and Pineview Water Users. It is remarkably difficult to approve an exchange application 
that includes surface water. Wells have been rejected in the area because of conflicts associated with water rights; if historic 
water rights are purchased and transferred, that will be easier, but ground water will be a more difficult issue to address.  
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Jan Fullmer, 3741 Red Hawk Circle, Eden, stated that Mr. Ewert has pointed out the proposed changes to the development 
agreement and she respectfully requests that the Planning Commission deny the request. The proposal is not consistent with the 
Ogden Valley General Plan, which has a primary goal of preserving Ogden Valley’s rural character. Allowing a hotel that is 60 feet 
tall placed at one of the highest elevations in the Valley does not support rural character. She referenced documents dating back 
to 2006 and noted this particular area has had several different plans for development; there have been many changes but in 
October of 2006 the County, developer, community, and architect actually looked at a building similar to the hotel that was only 
41 feet in height. They floated helium ballons to that height to see what it would look like at that height in the valley. They backed 
up and decided it did not look good and made decisions to require it lower. She then stated that with respect to TDRs, there was 
only one insurance where a TDR was transferred as she recalls as defined in the General Plan; a developer gave up one of his 
development rights and actually sold it to someone else as intended in the General Plan. What is happening now actually 
jeopardizes the ability to project and track what the total build out of the Valley will be. It is necessary to supply water and sewer 
processing to handle the total buildout and right now that is very difficult to do based upon insufficient tracking measures. Second, 
Weber County Planning Division did hold a planning meeting with residents around Old Town Eden and the community input 
resulted in a very nice plan for that area; it included building height restrictions, well thought out concepts, and street/parking 
regulations. However, there has never been any community held for New Town Eden. There was a proposal for the main street 
of New Town Eden to go from State Road 158 to near the post office, but that was squelched because someone who owned 
property on the main street built a concrete storage structure, which does not add to a main street of a town. She noted there 
were no architectural standards for the concrete building to comply with standards for this area of the Valley and this is displeasing 
to residents. Review and approval of development plans has been happening with little to no input from the community. She then 
noted the exchange of prior and current amendments simply adds more STRs to the Ogden Valley; she has been told that it will 
actually reduce the number of STRs but that is incorrect because up to 30 percent of the dwelling units in the Ogden Valley are 
allowed a STR.  
 
Tad Booth, Eden, stated he wished to echo Ms. Fullmer’s comments and added his own statements regarding the lack of clarity 
regarding the intent of the application. His experience has been that the person making the presentation always seems to have 
an agenda. He encouraged all parties to work together to continue moving in the direction of supporting the village node concept. 
There are big changes coming for the Ogden Valley and he does not understand the efforts to ‘be squirrely’ when these types of 
applications are discussed. The community needs transparency, clarity, and a willingness to work together for the benefit of the 
Valley.  
 
Kay Hogelund, 4465 Kettering, Eden, stated she is the president of the master Homeowners Association (HOA) for Wolf Creek, 
but she is speaking as an individual today. She will make note of things that do impact the HOA and the Wolf Creek Resort as 
established in 2002. Many feel powerless to effect things happening in the Valley, especially after meetings are concluded, but 
she wished to point out two phenomena she has witnessed. First is planning creep, which she defined as the County looking at 
projects individually rather than holistically to consider how they relate to one another and the community at large. She is 
somewhat concerned about what is the Wolf Creek Resort as defined by the 2002 agreement. When talking about Cobabe and 
Eagle Crest, it was said that they would not be part of Wolf Creek Resort and would be looked at individually. However, based 
upon the information presented today, that appears to have changed, and Wolf Creek Resort has been expanded upon to allow 
the developer to move TDRs throughout the area. This will further spread development in the area, and she asked the Commission 
to vote against it. She then discussed what she referred to as ‘TDR poker’; no one understands how many TDRs exist and how 
they may be used, particularly in this development. Good business practice would demand clarification and tracking of all TDRs in 
the history of the Ogden Valley, especially as they relate to this particular developer. An accounting of TDRs is important so that 
County staff and the residents of the Ogden Valley are not relying just on oral history. Finally, it is necessary to double-check the 
geology and presence of underground water in the project area.  
 
Gary Palmer, 3741 Red Hawk Circle, Eden, stated water and sewer service delivery is a big concern in the Ogden Valley and it is 
important to ensure there is a plan in place before any development is approved. He then stated that he has seen golf tournaments 
happen at the Wolf Creek Golf Course and that has resulted in a significant amount of vehicles requiring overflow parking and he 
asked how that will be handled when the proposed development occurs. He does not fault the developer for asking for a chance 
to talk to the public and the Commission about their concerns about the project.  
 
Brett Blickly, 5377 Elk Horn Circle, Eden, stated Mr. Lewis’s desire to build the crown jewel of the Valley is very good; he agrees 
some commercial development is needed, but not a 60-foot-tall hotel. He would like to see more specificity with respect to the 
development plans and how the project will fit into the General Plan. Some plans he has seen include removal of the driving range 
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at the golf course as well as the second hole. A golf course without a driving range is a bad idea and he currently considers the 
golf course to be the crown jewel of the Valley. Also, a traffic study of the area would be a good idea before anything is approved.  
 
Ron Gleeson, Eden, thanked the Commission for their service to the community. He noted he cannot find a simple, straightforward 
solution to this situation; the Commission is being asked to deal with a classic spot zoning situation where Planning staff are 
making up rules to fit a certain scenario. Regardless of what decision is made, there will be unintended consequences. He believes 
the project should be approved with a few exclusions. He urged the Commission to deny the request for a 60-foot maximum 
building height; approving this type of request would set a precedent for the rest of the Valley. He also suggested denial of the 
TDR requests. He then noted that in the use table included with the application materials, all of the uses previously listed as 
‘conditional’ have now been changed to ‘permitted’; he believes that is fine for the most part, but some of the uses need to have 
some additional oversight. He then noted that there has been a lot of discussion about residential development unit rights, but 
no discussion about the type of development units that are needed for the hotel; every other zoning designation requires 
development rights for hotels, and he wondered why that is not the case in this situation. He expects the County to address the 
issue of development rights needed for the hotel itself.  
 
Christopher Vosburgh, 2834 Nordic Valley Road, Eden, stated he is primary concern is high density housing/employee housing 
and associated traffic. There will also be a great deal of heavy truck traffic in the area during construction and the roads in the 
area are already crumbling and need to be repaired. He also suggested a traffic study be conducted before the project moves 
forward.  
 
Chair Wampler then noted that the Commission has received written public comment via email; those comments will not be read 
for the record but will be attached to the approve minutes of the meeting.  
 
Vice Chair Barber moved to close the public hearing. Commissioner Froerer seconded the motion; all voted in favor.  
 
Chair Wampler then invited Mr. Ewert to address the points raised during the public hearing. Mr. Ewert referenced Mr. Gleeson’s 
comments about development rights for the hotel; the hotel was previously proposed and conceptually approved and the LUC 
does not require a development right transfer ratio for a hotel in this zone. He also discussed the difference between a hotel and 
a condo-tel; a hotel unit is a suite while a condo-tel is a residential dwelling unit with kitchen and sanitation facilities. If a hotel 
room has a suite, kitchen, and sanitation facilities, it would also qualify as a dwelling unit and would count against the residential 
dwelling unit total. If the hotel room is just a room and a bathroom, the rooms do not count as residential dwelling units. He then 
addressed Mr. Vosburgh’s comments about employee housing, noted there will definitely be an increase in traffic for employees 
working in the project area, but there is not a set number of employee housing units in the project. He also addressed conceptual 
plans for the project and concerns expressed regarding impacts on the golf course, parking, and utility services and indicated that 
when the applicant comes with a formal site plan application for the project, staff will address parking, water/sewer service; 
however, if the Planning Commission feels there is not sufficient water/sewer service in the project area, they can include a finding 
or recommended condition of approval related to that matter. Will serve letters from utility service provider will be required 
before the application can move forward. Chair Wampler stated the Commissioners have been trained to separate land use 
applications from water availability and that only a will serve letter will be required before an application can proceed. Planning 
Director Grover stated that is correct. Mr. Ewert also agreed but indicated that this application is a legislative application and the 
Commission can attach a finding or a recommended condition of approval regarding water or sewer service. Chair Wampler stated 
that given that the developer is currently allowed 144 development units on the site, she would imagine that the developer has 
explored the availability of water and sewer service capacity for those 144 units. However, her concern moving forward is that 
the 144 units are in flux given the fact that there is now a TDR component to the project that could potentially increase the unit 
count substantially; in her opinion, the will serve letters would no longer be valid because the unit counts have changed. 
Commissioner Gross agreed and indicated the addition of a hotel that will not consume any of the development units will increase 
the demand for sewer and water in the project area. Mr. Ewert agreed and stated that many utility matters must be addressed 
and evaluated; the developer will not be able to develop unless he is able to prove the availability of and access to water and 
sewer services. If there is not enough water and sewer capacity to support the hotel, it will not be permitted. He highlighted some 
State laws and rules regarding obtaining will serve documentation from lawful service agencies and indicated several different 
developments in the Valley are in stasis until water and sewer capacity can be clearly communicated.  
 
There was then high-level discussion among the Commission and staff regarding the design of trails and roadways in the proposed 
development, after which Chair Wampler invited additional input from Mr. Lewis. Mr. Lewis indicated that the audience provided 
good input during the public hearing and noted that he cares deeply about his private property rights, but developing in a way 
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that serves the greater community. He noted this can be a difficult balance to strike but feels he has been successful in some of 
the projects he has completed over the last 30 years in the Ogden Valley. He stated that he is very supportive of providing new 
trails and connection to existing trails; this particular development has over a mile of trails, and he encouraged the Commission 
to give him the ability to work with staff on the design of the trail system and he feels the best way to handle connectivity of 
different projects in the area would be through the golf course. He then addressed concerns regarding STR units and indicated he 
has already taken 80 STRs out of the Wolf Creek Resort and moved the equivalent density to Eagle Crest. Chair Wampler asked if 
there will be STRs in the new project area. Mr. Lewis first addressed setbacks and building layout noted he will comply with setback 
and design requirements. There is some nuance that should be taken into account relative to language in the development 
agreement regarding setbacks. He then stated he did not anticipate including STRs in the project area, but is concerned about the 
opposition to transferring development rights from another area of the Valley into this project area; if no changes to the 
agreement are approved tonight, he will have 144 development unit rights and he would be fine preserving that and not bringing 
any other development unit rights into the project later. Chair Wampler stated it will be necessary to clarify the language in the 
agreement regarding the total number of development units and transfer of any units into the project area. Mr. Lewis stated he 
has a slightly different interpretation of the language in the agreement regarding density; the 2002 development agreement lists 
all parcels included in the project area and identifies density and he has fought since 2002 to ensure that no additional density 
points are added into the equation. Development units have been shifted from one area of the project to another, but the total 
number of development rights has not changed. He has done extensive work with staff to maintain the accounting of the density 
of the project area, and he is now on the last phase of the total project, and the remaining number of development rights must 
be preserved for this project. He then addressed concerns about increasing the maximum building height for the proposed hotel; 
he understands concerns about a 60-foot building height and is happy to abide by the 50-foot maximum building height for the 
CVR zone. Commissioner Froerer asked Mr. Lewis for his reasoning behind asking for the increase to 60 feet. Mr. Lewis stated that 
50 feet is restrictive, and he was seeking some flexibility to accommodate the design of a hotel with reasonable ceiling heights 
and adequate space for all infrastructure. He noted that 10 feet would provide him that flexibility, but he understands the 
opposition and is fine sticking to the 50-foot maximum building height, though he understands it may only be possible to build a 
four-story hotel rather than a five-story hotel. He also addressed parking and noted he plans on building a large above-ground 
parking lot for overflow parking needs in the area. He can envision people parking in his parking lot and riding the bus to other 
points of interest in the area. He then noted there is a site identified for a community center type of use, and he wants to preserve 
that element of the project. This could include something like a pool or other recreational amenities that the public desires. He 
noted that a traffic study will be required because the project is accessed via UDOT roads. He concluded by stating that he 
appreciated Mr. Gleeson’s comments; he has had several public meet and greets events about his projects in the past, but in 
recent years those types of events have become very negative and not beneficial. He is appreciative of the public that recognize 
that the project can move forward, but that they can provide input on the proposed concept for the project. Chair Wampler stated 
that the Commission must make a decision on the application tonight, but she asked Mr. Lewis if he is committed to holding an 
open and public meeting about this project to give the community the opportunity to provide additional input. Mr. Lewis stated 
that he is committed to public engagement, and for this proposal specifically, he will create a steering committee that can provide 
input on the timing of development of different elements of the project.  
 
Chair Wampler then asked Mr. Lewis’s plans or vision for the driving range at the golf course and a pathway or tunnel to provide 
safe passage of golf carts on roads that will experience increased traffic. Mr. Lewis stated he considered a tunnel at one point and 
found it would not be feasible at this time; there may be future federal grant opportunities that would make a tunnel a possibility, 
but at this point he is spending $3 million to upgrade the golf course and he cannot pursue a tunnel right now. He then agreed 
that the golf course needs to have a driving range, but possibly one that is modified from its current state. He would like to 
consider other options for the driving range, including possibly an indoor golf simulator coupled with a smaller outdoor driving 
range.  
 
Vice Chair Barber moved to forward a positive recommendation to the County Commission for application ZDA2025-05 
development agreement amendment for the Exchange, a previously approved master planned development in the Wolf Creek 
area, based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report, and the following additional considerations and 
findings: 

1. Maximum building height of 50-feet will be maintained;  
2. No TDRs will be brought into the establishment unless, at some time in the future, the new incorporated city chooses to 

allows that under their land use code and a legislative process;  
3. Not going beyond what State Code requires for outside inspectors or contractors; 
4. Revise setbacks for the entire project as noted by the applicant; 
5. A traffic study will be conducted on a winter weekend or winter weekend traffic will be taken into account;  
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6. Having some architectural renderings brought back into the agreement as a reference point; 
7. When the time comes for the project to be built, the prevailing parking codes at that time for the Ogden Valley will be 

used; 
8. There will be a requirement for roadside beautification based upon standard county code for such projects; 
9. Extension of the pathway as mentioned by staff all the way to the north side of the project area.  

 
Commissioner Froerer asked for clarification and asked Vice Chair Barber if he is referring to 64 or 84 units relative to the finding 
regarding TDRs. Vice Chair Barber stated that he is saying the total will be 84, which is 64 plus the 20 floating units, and no TDRs 
from outside the project area unless the future municipality chooses to grant a TDR at a point in the future.  
 
Commissioner Froerer offered a friendly amendment to add a finding requesting that the trail system in all three developments 
be connected to one another. Chair Wampler asked if that would include the current application, Bridges, Eagle Crest, and Cobabe 
Ranch. Vice Chair Barber stated it may be difficult to connect to the Bridges phase of the project given its location. Chair Wampler 
stated that appropriate wording may be that rather than having the trail stop at the northern boundary of the property, the 
applicant would be directed to work with staff to connect further to other project areas.  
 
Vice Chair Barber amended recommended finding #9 to state the applicant should work with staff as feasible to connect all of the 
trails in their project areas.  
 
Chair Wampler asked if the findings are clear enough to warrant a second.  
 
Commissioner Froerer seconded the motion. Commissioners Burton, Froerer, Gross, Morgan, Vice Chair Barber, and Chair 
Wampler voted aye. (Motion carried on a vote of 6-0). Commissioner Warburton was not present when this vote was taken.  
 
2. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda: 
 
Peggy Doolenbaker, 2619 Nordic Valley Drive, stated that she knows the Commission is focused on land use and zoning this 
evening, but she asked the Commission to consider what she hopes is another part of their role, and that would be helping 
residents navigate development issues and land use ordinance compliance. She cited some issues in Nordic Valley now that 
development has started; residents have called the County to complain about excessive dust, noise, and working on Sundays. One 
of the Department Heads that she spoke to indicated that they spoke with the developer and their contractors were not aware 
of some County codes; one of those contractors was Geneva Rock. She found this information shocking. She indicated there is no 
dust mitigation occurring and plumes of dust have been so large that some have thought there was a fire in the area. Additionally, 
track hoes have been going through the property, along streambeds, and along the back of residential properties. One of the 
neighbors asked one of the track hoe operator what he was doing, and he communicated that he was building a road, but that he 
did not know where the lot line was in the area. She is concerned about that as well. She is concerned about disturbance of the 
streambeds that could result in future flooding. She asked the Commission to help ensure that developers know the codes and 
that codes are being enforced.  
 
Jan Fullmer, 3741 Redhawk Circle, Eden, stated she has two letters that were sent in with comments, one from Mr. & Mrs. Taylor 
and another from Mr. Bird; she suggested these be included in the meeting minutes. Planning Director Grover asked Ms. Fullmer 
to provide him with the letters, and he will ensure they are attached to the minutes of the meeting. Ms. Fullmer then stated that 
that it is no longer an option for residents to participate in meetings via Zoom; now the Clerk/Auditor is sending out their tax 
meetings and Zoom participation is an option for those. She asked for an opportunity to work with Planning staff to determine if 
there is a policy regarding when Zoom participation will be allowed. Mr. Grover stated that the County Commission office has 
made that determination and he advised Ms. Fullmer to work with them. Ms. Fullmer then addressed form-based zoning; she 
asked the Planning Commission to not approve form-based zoning for any other project in the Ogden Valley. She cited a recent 
application from Cowboy Partners, which included plans for affordable housing in the Valley. This included well-maintained, small 
single-family homes, but it was in the wrong area and when a developer secures form-based zoning and later decides to move on 
to something, the form-based zoning designation increases property values. Her concern about form-based zoning is that it 
jeopardizes the County’s ability to calculate and track the total buildout density of the Valley. The zone gives developers too much 
flexibility.  
 
Sylvia Guerra Smith, 2871 Abbeyon, Liberty, stated she owns property in front of the Asgard Heights Subdivision; she requested 
the Commission deny the applicant’s request for zoning for several homes in the form-based zone. She is concerned about the 
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design of the project, which includes a traffic circle on Nordic Valley Drive. She has noticed several things happening on the subject 
property, like a lack of silt fencing along the creek, burning under a fire permit after fire restrictions had been imposed resulting 
in a call to the Fire Department, and concerning road construction. She does not believe a traffic circle on Nordic Valley Drive is 
appropriate. She also understands that the original density of the property was three-acre lots, and the applicant is seeking 
approval of one-acre lots.  
 
Vosburgh, 2834 Nordic Valley Road, Eden, stated he wished to clarify the comments he made during tonight’s public hearing; he 
is concerned about high density housing in the Exchange development in the Wolf Creek Area, not just employee housing.  
 
3. Remarks from Planning Commissioners: 
 
Chair Wampler addressed those present to hear discussion of tonight’s work session items; given the late hour, the Commission 
may not get to all five work session items. She then asked Planning Director Grover if there had been any movement on the 
Cowboy Partners application. Mr. Grover stated there is nothing new to report. Mr. Ewert added he does not anticipate any 
movement before the end of the calendar year. Chair Wampler asked for an update on the C.W. Basin application, to which Mr. 
Grover answered no. Chair Wampler asked if there is anything new to report regarding Ogden City water projects in the Valley, 
to which Mr. Grover answered no. Mr. Ewert clarified that Ogden City water has submitted a work session regarding 
transferrable development rights (TDRs), which will be presented to the Commission during their August work session.  
 
4. Planning Director Report: 
 
Planning Director Grover recognized former Commissioners Schweppe and Shuman for their service and indicate Planning staff 
has a small token of appreciation that will be presented to the individuals.  
 
5. Remarks from Legal Counsel 
 
There were no remarks from Legal Counsel.  
 
The meeting adjourned to work session at 7:47 p.m. 
 
 
WS1: Discussion regarding File ZDA2024-02 - An application for a development agreement for the Gateway Estates subdivision 
located at approximately 10678 East Highway 39. Staff Presenter - Charlie Ewert. Applicant: Matthew Lowe 
 
Principal Planner Ewert reported the Planning Commission has discussed this proposal in a work session several months ago and 
offered the applicant valuable feedback and direction. In exchange for the development agreement and the benefits it offers the 
applicant, the applicant is proposing to donate $50,000 to the Eden Valley Trails organization for the purpose of trail building in 
the Ogden Valley area. Mr. Ewert referenced the applicant’s proposed development agreement, noting that staff has not had the 
opportunity to review it prior to publication of the meeting packet, but has reviewed and made comment back to the applicant 
on a previous version. Staff is prepared to discuss the details of this revised version of the agreement and if the Commission is 
comfortable, the application can move forward to the August business meeting.  
 
Chair Wampler facilitated discussion among the Commission and the applicant regarding topics such as timing of the 
development/buildout of the project; the term of the agreement; and the timing of the donation to the Eden Valley Trails 
organization. Chair Wampler asked the applicant to provide a high-level overview of the project for the benefit of the new 
Commissioners, after which she concluded she sensed consensus from the Commission to proceed with consideration of a formal 
application at the next business meeting.  
 
WS2: Discussion regarding a potential development agreement for a conservation subdivision located at approximately 4140 
East 4100 North. Staff Presenter - Charlie Ewert. Applicant - Jeff Burton 
 
Commissioner Burton recused himself from participating in discussion of this application as a member of the Commission; he 
indicated his daughter will be representing him this evening. Lacy Richards stated she is Mr. Burton’s oldest daughter; she 
discussed the history of the subject property, which her parents have owned for 50 years. They purchased it with the intent of 
providing a place for future generations of their family to live. Based on the current zoning, they could develop 14 three-acre lots, 
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but that is no longer the vision they have for the property. They would like to consider zoning that would allow for smaller lots 
that are located closer to the road, with preservation of 22 acres of contiguous open space that will continue to be used for 
agricultural purposes. She presented two different conceptual layouts of the property illustrating the two development options 
she has discussed. She then noted that if the County is agreeable to the second option, her family will propose a development 
agreement along with a perpetual open space easement that will be part of lot two in order to ensure that one property owner 
will be responsible for the open space maintenance and taxes. She feels this concept is most beneficial to other property owners 
in the area as well and her brother has visited with several other property owners to get their feedback. She concluded that there 
is no set timeline for the development at this time, but her parents would like for zoning to be approved so they can rest at ease 
knowing that their wishes for the property will be allowed.  
 
Chair Wampler inquired as to the current zoning of the land, to which Principal Planner Ewert answered FV-3. This led to discussion 
among the Commission regarding permitted uses in that zone; the conceptual layout of the property and the ability of the family 
to maintain the large open space and pay property taxes in the future; and cluster subdivision regulations.  
 
WS3: Discussion regarding File ZDA2025-04 - An application for a development agreement for a subdivision on the eastern end 
of 2300 North Street. Staff Presenter - Tammy Aydelotte. Applicant: Kirk Langford 
 
Kirk Langford stated he is seeking approval of a two-lot subdivision on a parcel of land that is 9.23 acres in size; he is also seeking 
conditional approval for a three-lot subdivision on the same parcel of land, which he would proceed with if he is able to secure 
approval from the health department for the on-site wastewater system. This application is part of his family’s estate planning, 
and he expounded on his desires for future uses of his property by his family. He noted he has discussed his application with 
County Planning staff, and they have advised he pursue a development agreement for the subdivision. He presented conceptual 
layouts for the two subdivision options and noted he desires for the land to continue to be a working farm in perpetuity rather 
than selling the land to developers for more dense development. Chair Wampler summarized her interpretation of Mr. Langford’s 
proposal and the timing of the application dependent upon completion of a soil study and approvals from the health department. 
Planning Director Grover added that one significant component of the application is that Mr. Langford is asking for permission for 
private dirt roads to the lots, rather than paved roads. Mr. Langford stated that is correct, and he identified the location of the 
dirt road accessways/shared drives. He noted he will dedicate a 60-foot easement that would serve as future access to his nine-
acre parcel and his 40-acre parcel in the event those properties are developed in the future. This led to discussion of the important 
elements of the development agreement to accompany the application, with Mr. Grover concluding that Planning staff can 
continue to negotiate an agreement with Mr. Langford in preparation for his application being presented to the Commission at a 
future meeting.  
 
WS4: Discussion regarding File ZMA2025-02 - An application to rezone property near the Nordic Valley Resort base to the FB 
zone. Staff Presenter - Charlie Ewert. Applicant: Dan Mabey 
 
Dan Mabey stated his request is for some additional density in an existing subdivision that has two undeveloped lots totaling six 
acres in size. His motivation is similar to that of Mr. Burton and Mr. Langford before him; he is seeking to protect his land for 
future homes for his children and grandchildren. He is seeking the form-based zoning designation to allow for an additional 10 
lots on the property, and the density will be similar to the density of properties surrounding him. If he can get support for the 
increased density, he will begin working on formal plats and subdivision layout concepts for the project. The Commission and Mr. 
Mabey engaged in discussion about transferrable development rights (TDRs) for the project; water availability; and existing 
development/density in close proximity to the subject property.  
 
Chair Wampler stated that the Planning Commission has received a lot of public input regarding this application, however, public 
comment typically is not permitted in work sessions. She advised those interested in the application that it will move forward to 
a future business meeting and invited Principal Planner Ewert to provide an explanation of the manner in which a future public 
hearing regarding the item will be publicly advertised. Mr. Mabey added he is open to discussing his application with any other 
resident of the Ogden Valley.  
 
WS5: SPE 2025-01: Request for sketch plan endorsement for a future cluster subdivision consisting of 5 lots on 22 acres in the 
AV-3 Zone. Located at 1310 N 7275 E Huntsville, UT, 84317. 
 
Rick Bailey oriented the Commission to the location of his property and the existing layout of the property, which includes his 
personal residence. The total property size is 22 acres, and four of the acres are considered ‘sensitive lands’; with the remaining 
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18 acres, he has room to put four other lots on the property, and he is requesting a cluster subdivision with a private road to serve 
the lots. He presented a conceptual layout and identified the location of the lots and the open space. He has worked with the 
health department to secure approval for the septic system and he is still exploring access to water through Weber Basin Water 
Conservancy District. He highlighted connectivity opportunities and the fact that his proposal will be harmonious with other 
developments in the area. He complimented Planner Aydelotte for being fantastic to work with on his application. Ms. Aydelotte 
briefly discussed Planning and Engineering’s evaluation of the application to this point; she engaged in discussion with the 
Commission about the regulations of the County’s cluster subdivision ordinance and the steps that would be taken to ensure that 
the open space is preserved in perpetuity. The Commission concluded they are comfortable with the application moving forward 
to a business meeting.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:10 p.m. 
 

    Respectfully Submitted, 

  Cassie Brown 
Weber County Planning Commission 
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Synopsis 

Application Information 
Application Request: File No. CUP2025-11: Request for approval of a conditional use permit for a sewer lift 

station (a public utility substation) to service 17 lots in Osprey Ranch Subdivision Phase 2, 
located at approximately 1940 N Shamy Way, Eden, UT, 84310. 

Application Type: Administrative 
Applicant: Osprey Ranch LLC, Rick Everson Authorized Representative 
Approximate Address: 1940 N Shamy Way, Eden, UT, 84310. 
Project Area: 12,560 Square feet 
Zoning: FV-3 
Existing Land Use: Vacant  
Proposed Land Use: Public Utility Substation 
Parcel ID: 22-040-0043 
Township, Range, Section: Township 7 North, Range 1 East, Section 33 NW 

Adjacent Land Use 
North: Residential South: Vacant Residential 
East: Residential/Agricultural West:  Vacant/Residential 

Staff Information 
Report Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte 
 taydelotte@webercountyutah.gov 
 801-399-8794 

Applicable Ordinances 

▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 104 Chapter 14 (FV-3 Zone) 
▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 Chapter 4 (Conditional Uses) 
▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 Chapter 10 (Public Utility Substations)  
▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 Chapter 2 (Ogden Valley Architectural, Landscape, and Screening Standards) 
▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 Chapter 1 (Design Review) 

Background and Summary 

Applicant is requesting a conditional use permit for a sewer lift station for Osprey Ranch Subdivision, to service 17 lots within 
Osprey Ranch Subdivision Phase 2. This proposed lift station will be owned, operated, and maintained by Wolf Creek Water 
and Sewer Improvement District. The lift station is considered a public utility substation. 

The application is being processed as an administrative review due to the approval procedures in Uniform Land Use Code of 
Weber County, Utah (LUC) §108-1-2 which requires the planning commission to review and approve applications for 
conditional use permits and design reviews.   

Analysis 

General Plan: As a conditional use, this operation is allowed in the FV-3 Zone. With the establishment of appropriate 
conditions as determined by the land use authority, this operation will not negatively impact any of the goals and policies of 
the General Plan. 

Zoning: The subject property is located within the FV-3 zone. The purpose and intent of the FV-3 zone are described in LUC 
104-14-1:  

The purpose of the Forest Valley Zone, FV-3 is to provide area for residential development in a forest setting at a low 
density, as well as to protect as much as possible the naturalistic environment of the development. 

The FV-3 zone allows the proposed use, as a conditional use. The proposed site plan indicates that the lift station meets the 
minimum setbacks for a public utility substation in the FV-3 zone (30’ front, 20’ rear, 20’ feet from the south side lot line, 20 
feet from the north lot line). 
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Under the LUC 108-10, there is not minimum lot area for public utility substations. The proposed improvements will be 
located on a site of approximately 2,472 square feet. Proposed height of the structure will be 15’4”. 

Conditional Use Review:  A review process has been outlined in LUC §108-4-3 to ensure compliance with the applicable 
ordinances and to mitigate anticipated detrimental effects. The applicant has received approval from the County Engineering 
Division and the Weber Fire District for the proposal.  

The following is an analysis of the proposal reviewed against the conditional use standards: 

(1) Standards relating to safety for persons and property. The proposal is not anticipated or expected to negatively impact 
this property, surrounding properties, or persons. The applicant plans to re-seed any areas disturbed by construction in 
order to maintain the native vegetation. 
 
(2) Standards relating to infrastructure, amenities, and services: The proposal is not anticipated or expected to negatively 
impact any existing infrastructure, amenities, or services in the area.  
 
(3) Standards relating to the environment. The proposal is not anticipated or expected to negatively impact the 
environment.  
 
(4) Standards relating to the current qualities and characteristics of the surrounding area and compliance with the intent of 
the general plan. The proposal is not anticipated to negatively impact the surrounding area, nor is it contrary to the 
recommendations of the general plan.   

Design Review: The proposed conditional use mandates a design review as outlined in LUC §108-1 to ensure that the general 
design, layout and appearance of the building remains orderly and harmonious with the surrounding neighborhood.   The 
matters for consideration are as follows:   

Considerations relating to traffic safety and traffic congestion. The proposal includes a site plan that identifies an access to 
the pump house off of a proposed new road in phase two of Osprey Ranch Subdivision Phase 2. Neither traffic safety hazards 
nor traffic congestion are anticipated given the minimal site visitations to the substation.  

Considerations relating to landscaping.  The applicant is proposing a gravel landscaping area immediately surrounding 
the proposed structures, and 7,536 area of hydro seed with a native seed mix (60% of overall site area) (108-2). 

Considerations relating to buildings and site layout. The applicant has indicated the lift station will be located in an 
enclosed structure consisting of CMU. Per Weber County LUC 108-2-4, “…street sides of buildings shall be constructed of 
non-reflective materials and shall be textured concrete, brick, stone and/or natural wood/wood-like materials. Concrete 
masonry units or block CMUs shall not be considered acceptable materials unless it is specially colored and textured to 
give an appearance of natural rough stone. Vinyl and/or aluminum siding shall not be acceptable.” “Color. External 
surfaces shall be predominantly natural, muted earth tones. White may only be used as an accent color. The roof of an 
addition to an existing structure, when matching existing colors, shall be exempt.” “Exposed metal shall be painted, 
stained, or anodized in permitted colors and shall be non-reflective. Copper, brass and wrought iron may remain 
untreated and allowed to develop a natural patina.”  

Applicant shall provide more detail on colors and materials, which are compliant with the above requirements, when 
submitting for a building permit. 

Review Agencies: Weber Fire District has reviewed and approved this application. Weber County Engineering has not yet 
reviewed this application, and a conditional use permit will not be issued until all required review agencies have their 
conditions met. 
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Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends approval of this conditional use application subject to the applicant meeting the review agency 
requirements and the following conditions:  

1. Any outdoor lighting must meet the requirements of the Ogden Valley Outdoor Lighting Ordinance (108-16). 
2. All architectural requirements shall be followed, and shown in the final engineered plans, prior to issuance of a 

building permit. 

This recommendation is based on the following findings: 

1. The proposed use is allowed in the FV-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. 

 

 

Exhibits 

A. Application and Narrative 
B. Building elevations and Site Plan 
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Map 1 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Proposed lift station location 
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Exhibit A –Application and Narrative 
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Exhibit B –Building Elevations and Site Plan 

Full Set of Engineered Plans on File with Weber County 
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Synopsis 

Application Information 
Application Request: Request for approval of a well pump house to serve the Cobabe Ranch and Eden Crossing 

developments, through the Ogden Valley Mutual Water Company (DDW System #29132). 
Wells have been drilled and plans for the well house has been submitted to the State Division 
of Drinking Water for approval. 

  Application Type:           Administrative 

File Number: CUP 2025-12 
Applicant: Rick Everson-Authorized Representative 
Agenda Date: Tuesday, September 23, 2025 
Approximate Address: 2001 Hwy 158, Eden UT 84310 
Project Area: Approximately 1.25 Acre 
Zoning: FV-3 
Existing Land Use: Vacant 
Proposed Land Use: Of the 9.21 Acres of continued vacant land, approximately 1.25 will be used for this public 

utility substation 
Parcel ID: 22-048-0012 
Township, Range, Section: Township 7 North, Range 1 East, Section 34 SW Qtr  

Adjacent Land Use 
North: Residential/Vacant South: Hwy 158 
East: Hwy 158 West:  3500 East Street 

Staff Information 
Report Presenter: Tammy Aydelotte 
 taydelotte@webercountyutah.gov  
 801-399-8794 

Applicable Ordinances 

▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 104 Chapter 14 (Forest Valley Zone) 
▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 Chapter 4 (Conditional Uses) 
▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 Chapter 10 (Public Utility Substations)  
▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 Chapter 2 (Ogden Valley Architectural, Landscape, and Screening Standards) 
▪ Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 Chapter 1 (Design Review) 

Background and Summary 

The applicant is requesting approval of a conditional use permit for the installation of a well pump house to serve the Cobabe 
Ranch and Eden Crossing developments. The FV-3 Zone allows a “public utility substation” as a conditional use. The proposal 
has demonstrated that the operation will comply with the applicable regulations, with reasonable conditions imposed. 

The application is being processed as an administrative review due to the approval procedures in Uniform Land Use Code of 
Weber County, Utah (LUC) §108-1-2 which requires the planning commission to review and approve applications for 
conditional use permits and design reviews.  
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Analysis 

General Plan: As a conditional use, this operation is allowed in the FV-3 Zone. With the establishment of appropriate 
conditions as determined by the Planning Commission, this operation will not negatively impact any of the goals and policies 
of the General Plan. 

Zoning: The subject property is located within the Forest Valley (FV-3) Zone.   

The following setbacks apply, to a public utility substation in the FV-3 zone: 

-Front: 30 feet 

-Side: 20 feet 

-Rear: 20 feet 

Conditional Use Review:  A review process has been outlined in LUC §108-4-3 to ensure compliance with the applicable 
ordinances and to mitigate anticipated detrimental effects. Thus far, the applicant has received approval from the County 
Engineering Division, for the proposal.  

The following is an analysis of the proposal reviewed against the conditional use standards: 

(1) Standards relating to safety for persons and property. The proposal is not anticipated or expected to negatively impact 
this property, surrounding properties, or persons. 
 (2) Standards relating to infrastructure, amenities, and services: The proposal is part of the infrastructure related to nearby 
development, and is not anticipated or expected to negatively impact any existing infrastructure, amenities, or services in 
the area.  
 (3) Standards relating to the environment. The proposal is not anticipated or expected to negatively impact the 
environment.  
(4) Standards relating to the current qualities and characteristics of the surrounding area and compliance with the intent of 
the general plan. The property on which the conditional use permit is sought will support future residential development, if 
desired.  The proposal complies with and supports the intent of the general plan.   

Design Review: The FV-3 zone and the proposed conditional use mandate a design review as outlined in LUC §108-1 to ensure 
that the general design, layout, and appearance of the building remain orderly and harmonious with the surrounding 
neighborhood. The submitted plans show that the exterior finishes, which include textured and colored concrete masonry 
blocks, standing seam metal roofing, a skylight, and ridge vents. Applicant is proposing a structure that is 14’8” x 10’8” and 
approximately 12’9” in height to house the well pump and associated equipment. The proposed well house will be located 
on a concrete pad, measuring approximately 25’ x 21’ and will be accessed from Highway 158.  

As part of this review, the Planning Commission shall consider the applicable matters based on the proposed conditional use 
and impose conditions to mitigate deficiencies where the plan is found deficient.  The matters for consideration are as follows:   

Considerations relating to traffic safety and traffic congestion. The proposal includes a site plan that identifies the location 
of the proposed building(s) as well as the access to the proposed lift station site. This site will be accessed directly from 
Highway 158 with an extended driveway access.  

Considerations relating to landscaping.  The applicant has indicated that the landscaping of this site will remain 
consistent with the surroundings, using a native seed mix.  

Considerations relating to buildings and site layout. The proposed buildings meet the site development standards of a 
public utility substation within the FV-3 Zone. 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends approval of this conditional use application subject to the applicant meeting the conditions of approval in 
this staff report and any other conditions required by the Planning Commission.   This recommendation is subject to all review 
agency requirements, and is based on the following findings:  

▪ The proposed use is allowed in the FV-3 Zone and meets the appropriate site development standards. 
▪ The criteria for issuance of a conditional use permit have been met because mitigation of potential detrimental 

effects can be accomplished. 
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Exhibits 

A. Project Narrative 
B. Site Plan 
C. Elevations of Proposed Pump Station 
D. Road Cross-sections 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  



 Page 4 of 11 

 

Map 1 

 

 
 
 
 
 

  

Project Site 



 Page 5 of 11 

 

Exhibit A - Project Narrative 
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Exhibit B – Site Plan  
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Exhibit C – Sketch of Proposed Pump house 
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Detailed Engineered Plans on File with Weber County 
 


