
 

GRAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Monday, January 24, 2022  

4:30 P.M. Regular Meeting 
5:30 P.M. Joint Moab City PC and Grand County PC Meeting 

**PLEASE NOTE: THIS MEETING WILL BE HELD VIRTUALLY** 
 

Join via Zoom https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84930753400  Meeting ID: 849 3075 3400  
Or call in to meeting: (669) 900-6833 and when prompted, enter meeting ID 

Send written comment to planning@grandcountyutah.net or call 435-259-1343 
Type of Meeting: Regular Planning Commission Meeting 
Facilitator: Chair Emily Campbell 
Attendees: Planning Commissioners, interested citizens, and staff 

4:30 PM 

 • Call to Order 
• Citizens to be Heard – public comment opportunity for any 

item not listed as a public hearing 
• Ex Parte Communications and Disclosures 

Chair 

Action Items 
(Administrative) 

1) Approval of Meeting Minutes from January 10, 2022 Chair 

Discussion Items 2) Review Planning Commission Bylaws Chair 
 

3) County Commission Update 
a) Commission meeting action items update  

County 
Commission 

Liaison 
 

4) Future Considerations 
a) General Plan Update timeline and overview 
b) Land Use Study – “scenarios” workshop coming soon 
c) LUC updates – timeline 

Staff 

Public Hearings / 
Action Items 

(Legislative) 

5) Anthony Ricco Rezone request RR to SLR for 2890 Spanish 
Valley Drive 

Staff 

 ADJOURN   
    

Type of Meeting: Joint Moab City and Grand County Planning Commissions meeting 
Facilitator: Chair Emily Campbell 
Attendees: Moab City and Grand County Planning Commissioners, interested citizens, staff 
 5:30 PM  
 • Call to Order 

• Citizens to be Heard – public comment opportunity for any 
item not listed as a public hearing 

Chair 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84930753400
mailto:planning@grandcountyutah.net


 

Discussion Items 1. Consider adopting the Draft MOU 
2. Discussion of regional plan, list of issues and potential    
    priorities we want to collectively address 
3. Communication going forward across bodies 

Chair 

   

 6:30 PM  

 
• Citizens to be Heard – public comment opportunity for any 

item not listed as a public hearing 
Chair 

 ADJOURN  
 DEFINITIONS: 
 Public hearing = a hearing at which members of the public are provided a reasonable opportunity to comment on the 

subject of the hearing. 
 Public meeting= a meeting required to be open to the public pursuant to the requirements of Title 52, Chapter 4, Open 

and Public Meetings; the public may or may not be invited to participate.   
 Legislative act = action taken by the County Council or Planning Commission; amending ordinances, adopting general 

plan, Annexations, zoning and rezoning; a reasonable debatable action that could promote the general welfare of the 
community.  
Administrative act = action taken by the Planning Commission, County Council or staff interpreting ordinances and 
regulations, conditional uses, approving subdivision, site plans, issuing building permits; an administrative decision 
must satisfy the requirements prescribed under state law or the County Land Use Code, whichever is stricter. 

 



Monday, January 10th, 2022 
JOINT PC & CC WORKSHOP MEETING MINUTES 2:00pm 

and 
REGULAR PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES at 4:30pm  

 
The Grand County Planning Commission held a workshop and its regular meeting on the above 

date, with attendees participating remotely via Zoom. 
 
YouTube recording of meeting can be viewed at https://youtu.be/D_aqSMIIn2w  Recordings 
archived at www.grandcountyutah.net/AgendaCenter  
 
2:00pm General Plan Update Workshop  
 
In Attendance:  
Planning Commission Chair Emily Campbell, Planning Commissioner Robert O’Brien, Planning 
Commissioner Steve Evers, Planning Commissioner Planning Commissioner Anthony 
Mancuso, County Commissioner Sarah Stock, County Commissioner Kevin Walker, County 
Commissioner Evan Clapper, County Commissioner Jacques Hadler, County Commissioner 
Mary McGann, County Commission Chair, Gabriel Woytek, County Commission Liaison Trisha 
Heiden, Associate Planner, Elissa Martin, County Clerk Quinn Hall, Planner, Jenna Gorney, 
Planning Director, John Guenther    
 
2:02pm - Citizens to be Heard  

- Mark Horowitz -  Overnight Accommodation permits vs Bed & Breakfast approved 
permits  

 
Commission Member Disclosures: - None  
 
General Plan Update review and feedback: 
1) Overview and Timetable of GP  

- County Commission to formally Adopt Planning Documents as they come 
- Outreach occurred Nov 10th  
- Stakeholder Review in November/December  
- Add Changes/Updates to Plan then forward to Public Review  
- Penultimate draft submitted to County Commission 
- Public Outreach - March: Neighborhood Meetings  
- March 1st goal for adoption 

 
2) Roundtable review of GP sections (each pair of commissioners and their respective sections 

in order of the document gave suggestions and provided edits)  
 

A. Bob O’Brien/Mary McGann- Decision Making  
- Consider strategies for getting the public & NGOs involved in decision making  
- NGOs should be encouraged to sign up for GC connects to get updates  

https://youtu.be/D_aqSMIIn2w
http://www.grandcountyutah.net/AgendaCenter


- Have annual community survey  
- Open House/Open Session for community: meetings with Planning Commission and 

separately with County Commission a few times a year : current issue, upcoming 
concerns, get public feedback, and collect their concerns and issues 

- Important to create strategies to get citizens involved: mailings, etc.   
 

B. Sarah Stock/Bob O’Brien-  Sustainability 
- Missing: add some specificity for water conservation relevant to the Moab area. 
- Take into consideration the possibility of requiring solar and rooftop collection of 

water on-site.   
- Consideration of Climate Change  
- We need a Water Committee at the County to look after our interests.   
- Missing: County wide groundwater monitoring and having land development 

advanced accordingly based on availability 
- Sarah - voluntary checklist for sustainable green development: maybe instead create 

code requiring   
- Transportation - we should work on commuter transportation: bike trails and active 

transportation needs enhanced 
- Composting as well as recycling could be added 
- In Sustainable Neighborhood section: add “Safe Bike to School” routes goal and/or 

policy 
- Incentivise green initiative or update code to require? 

 
 County Commission concerns/notes:  

- Tradeoffs to consider: balancing growth goals of economic diversification with 
natural constraints such as water availability  

- Low, medium, high, development scenarios to evaluate development bumping up 
against (water) resources 

- We should be tracking how much water we are using in order to evaluate vested 
growth and projected growth (Water implications on a project to project basis)  

- Water Consortium will help gather data and create a framework for policy, better 
understanding of demand vs data, and governance structure.  

 
C. Steve Evers/Josie Kovash, Kevin Walker/Trish Hedin       Land Use  

- Some generic language included that are not specific to Count.  Let's update.   
- There has been an interest in community node development: economic practicality 

of that if you are not on Hwy 191?  
- Much mention of the North Corridor: where is it exactly?  Carefully describe 

boundaries or abandon that term. 
- Concern: For ease, pull goals and policies out into a 2-3 page document instead of 

in the middle of the document  
- Headings.. Various densities of residential zones are listed, Low, medium high: Are 

these meant to be prescriptive?   JG: The Land Use analysis, Levels of Service will 
describe growth scenarios. Map will come later.   



- 1 unit per acre vs 10 min walkability: juxtaposition   
- higher density residential vs rural character (we need to see more location specific 

info)  
- Will Plan have a future land use map? yes - levels of service  
- Redundancy: Heritage and Culture - can one be removed?  
- In past General Plans, the goals just get sited over and over again:  Kevin added 

some additional goals 
 

- Emily Campbell - examine how we speak of tourism as a priority  
The document says we want to encourage hotels in neighborhood nodes, this is not 
our goal - we must put the needs of the residents first.  Not to encourage hotels.  Any 
place we discuss tourism as a priority it needs to be balanced by a focus on our 
residents.   We should acknowledge the investment but prioritize the needs of 
residents  
 

D. Emily Campbell/Evan Clapper     Transportation 
- Evaluate emerging uses: such as electric scooters, impacts of personal flying 

machines and protection from not only Truck uses and noise and air pollution  
- Policy to maintain historic trails access  
- Conflicts between uses an ongoing issue 
- This section will be redrafted in June after the Transportation master plan is 

released in the same way that the Land Use analysis will update the LUC  
 

E. Makeda Barkley/Tony Mancuso/Evan Clapper     Infrastructure     
- The locataction and statistics of infrastructure is fairly well documented as is 

 
F. Tony Mancuso/Jacques Hadler       Parks, Recreation, & Natural Areas   

- Add climbing as we do have world class climbing and biking here - areas of special 
interest  

- Consider closer evaluation of wetland management 
- Tony - update language such as “shall, will be required to” in order to encourage 

cooperation and show support “will work with our partners to encourage…”   
- It is important to include conversation regarding access to public lands in our local 

area as opposed to Federal Land Management and beef up language on local lands 
and trails  

- Emphasis for County Parks & Recreation dept:  touch on more as this would be 
very helpful - Parks and Rec master plan will be included as an implementation 
strategy later, addressing how to manage, govern, administer and pay for  

 
G.   Josie Kovash/Sarah Stock        Environment    

- Federal forest section - add in something about Grand County supporting 
prescribed burning and policy to support it.  

- Indiginous area policy - add  
- Add policy to encourage developers to maintain natural drainage and 



- Rural & Urban forest : good 
- We should also provide a policy to encourage animal migration and discourage 

fencing of entire lots.  
- Section 4;  Grand County’s policy to utilize forest lands - it should be to not subdivide 

or to not encourage development because we have little fire support there.  
- We should look at making some of these sustainability measures mandatory   

 
H. Gabe Woytek/Emily Campbell    Healthy Economy and Social Environment.       

- Goal #1 too broad split into 3 so we can track and measure individually  
- Business parks - emphasis on green development  
- 11.5 1&2 - clarification - Health impact assessment  
- 11.6 Inclusion - rewritten to capture: inclusive community is inclusive across all 

factors:  demographics, cultural backgrounds, abilities, and financial abilities. 
- Diverse and resilient economy goal - balance against natural amenities 
- Reference to Tourism in this section as a natural location in the document for this 

topic 
- Be sure to touch base with August in Econ Dev. dept.  
- Balance between attracting new employees vs supporting existing residents   
- New Business vs established tourism   

  
I. Rick York/Mary McGann     Public Safety    

- Add cultural & gender sensitivity: LGBTQ community    
- Add safety to roads, rails and  trails  
- Do we need a section on Search & Rescue SAR- should it be added as a category 

on its own or be included.  Embedded might work best    
 

J.   Tony Mancuso/Gabe Woytek   Culture    
- Heritage - Historical Features - not a specific mention to supporting of strategic plan 

of the museum  
- Include not just built but natural history that is celebrated  
- 13.2 Arts Culture- tourism might not work in this section   
- Policy 5: Ute Tribe discussion.  Display that we are here to support their cultural 

resilience  
 

K. Kevin Walker    Financial Impacts        
- Be sure to include Chris Baird in this conversation   

 
 
Citizens Comment 4:05pm - None  
 
Workshop adjours at 4:06 
 

 
REGULAR PC Meeting 



4:30pm Regular Meeting  
 
In attendance:   
Planning Commission Chair Emily Campbell, Commissioner Robert O’Brien, Commissioner 
Steve Evers, Commissioner Rick York, Commissioner Josie Kovash, Commissioner Anthony 
Mancuso,  Planner, Jenna Gorney, Planning Director, John Guenther, Associate Planner, Elissa 
Martin, Commission Liaison, Trisha Hedin  
 
Commissioner Makeda Barkley, Absent  
 
Meeting called to order at 4:30 pm  
 
Citizens to be Heard (outside of scheduled public hearings)  

- None 
 
General Business 
- 3 open Commissioner seats were filled by Anthony Mancuso, Emily Campbell & Makeda 

Barkley  
- Vote on Chair: Commissioner O’Brien nominates Emily Campbell, Steve evers seconds  

All in favor - all 
- Vote on Vice Chair: Emily Campbell nominates Commissioner O’Brien as Co-Chair, 

Commissioner York seconds    
All in favor - all  

- Move to table Review of Bylaw Motioned by Commissioner Campbell seconded by 
Commissioner O’Brien  
All in favor - all 

 
Ex Parte Communication and Conflicts of Interest - None  
 
Action Items: (Administrative)  

1) Approval of meeting minutes from December 13th, 2021 
Commissioner Evers moves, Commissioner O’Brien seconds. Motion passes 
unanimously.  

 
Discussion items: 

2) County Commission Update  
- Last meeting was appointing individuals to Boards & Commissions  
- Gabriel Woytek was appointed County Commission Chair  
- Jacques Hadler was appointed co-chair to the County Commission 

 
Action Items:(Legislative)  

3) LaSal Peaks Rezone Application for 4400 Spanish Valley Drive  
Staff presents:  Rural Residential to Small Lot Residential, 9 duplex lot, 20 SFD lots (38 total 
dwelling units)  
Applicant comments   



     
4:44pm Public Hearing / Public comment open 4:44pm  

- Aaron Thompson - In support 
- Preston Walston -  In support   
- Len Sorensen - Against  
- Michelle Pesterson - Against  
- Mitch Peterson - Against  
- Cindy Peterson - Against 

 
4:55pm Public Hearing closed  
 
Elissa M - addressed a question on future applications and the precedent it would set.  Yes. 
Rezoning of the property would likely set a precedent.   
 
Motion by Commissioner O’Brien to send unfavorable recommendation for proposed rezone     
Seconded by Commissioner Rick York    
Discussion  
All in favor of sending an unfavorable recommendation - 5  
All opposed - 0 
Abstaining - 1 Steve Evers  
 
 

4) Viewgate Terrace Amended Development Agreement for Phase II Final Plat deadline 
extension 

Staff Report  
Applicant Comments - None  
 
5:25 pm Public Hearing/Public Comment - Opened  

- None  
  

5:26pm public hearing closed 
 
Motion by Commissioner Evers to send favorable recommendation  
Seconded by Commissioner O’Brien  
Discussion None 
All in favor -  6 
All opposed - 0  
 
Planning & Zoning Updates 

5) Spanish Valley Survey status update  
- Obtain bitly link for the survey for distribution  

 
 

6) Land Use Code Updates  



- Article 3 Use regulations - we are proposing updating General Business zone - specific 
retail categories need to be expanded   

- Create Overlay district to assist in providing workforce housing in long term camp park, 
Suggestion to “Have plan to enforce to accompany a proposal for this. Josh or Christina”    

- Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) update to become compliant with Utah State Code - 
internal ADU sq footage has no max, we could potentially allow reduced setbacks, 
potentially allow additional ADU’s mirroring the City’s update   

- Manufactured Homes - needs updated for State Code (definitions for Modular & 
Manufactured homes)  

- Article 3: Temporary Land Uses for Special Events  
- Article 4: Updates to OAO section as previously discussed  
- Developing a requirement to provide a certain % of affordable units in subdivisions    

 
Future Considerations - update over email  

7)  Plan for Joint GC & MC Planning Commission mtg.  Jan 24th the goal    
8)  Upcoming meetings and forums (Housing, Econ. Dev., Land Use Study)  

 
Motion to Adjourn at 6:00 pm by Commissioner Steve Evers, Seconded by Commissioner 
O’Brien    
Motion passes unanimously 
 





















 

 
 

Agenda Summary 
GRAND COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

JANUARY 24th, 2022 
AGENDA ITEM: 

 
TITLE: Public Hearing to consider and solicit oral and written comment on a 

rezoning request proposing the application of the Small Lot Residential 
(SLR) Zoning District to property located at 2890 Spanish Valley Drive on 
Parcel No. 02-0022-0033 

 
FISCAL IMPACT: Unknown fiscal impact 

 
PRESENTER(S): Elissa Martin, Associate Planner 

  
 

Prepared By: 
ELISSA MARTIN 

GRAND COUNTY 
PLANNING & 

ZONING 
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Review: 
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POSSIBLE MOTION : 
I move to: 
Send a favorable/unfavorable recommendation to County Commission for the 
proposal to rezone property located at 2890 Spanish Valley Drive on Grand 
County Parcel No. 02-0022-0033  
 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION: NEUTRAL 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
The property is currently zoned Rural Residential and accommodates one single 
family dwelling 
 
ATTACHMENT(S): 

1. Vicinity Map 
2. Staff Report 
3. Rezone Application Packet 

a. Application   (Upon Request)  
b. Applicant Statement 
c. Conceptual Site Plan 
d. Boundary Survey 
e. Tax Roll      (Upon Request) 
f. Title       (Upon Request)          

 
 
 



 

Vicinity Map 
 

 

 



 

 

     
 

 
 
DATE: January 24, 2022 

TO: Grand County Planning Commission 

SUBJECT: General Rezone Request (Rural Residential to Small Lot Residential - RR to SLR)  

PROPERTY OWNER:  Brittney Hodson 

PROP. OWNER REP: Anthony Ricco  

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 2890 Spanish Valley Drive, Parcel No. 02-0022-0033 

SIZE OF PROPERTY: 2 acres 

EXISTING ZONE: Rural Residential (RR) 

EXISTING LAND USE: Vacant 

ADJACENT ZONING AND LAND USE(S): Zones: Rural Residential (RR) Uses: Residential  

APPLICATION TYPE  
General Rezone Request  
 
APPLICATION PROCEDURE 
Decision Type: Legislative 

Public Notices: ☐ Public Meeting at:    ☒ Public Hearing at: 
   ☐ Planning Commission    ☒ Planning Commission 
   ☐ County Council     ☒ County Commission 

Attachments: 
 

1. Rezone Application Packet  
a. Application (Upon Request) 
b. Applicant Statement 
c. Conceptual Plan 
d. Boundary Survey 
e. Tax Roll (Upon Request) 
f. Title (Upon Request) 

 
SUMMARY OF REQUEST 
The Applicant seeks to rezone the subject property from Rural Residential zoning to Small Lot 
Residential in preparation for later subdivision application. 



 

 

 
PROPERTY HISTORY 
Currently, one primary dwelling exists on the property. 
 
SITE IMPROVEMENTS / ADDITIONS / CHANGES 
The rezone request requires no current site plan improvements. 
 
Later site improvements in connection to a proposed subdivision of the property will be in accordance with 
requirements of Article 6 (General Development Standards), Article 7 (Subdivision Standards) and Article 
9 (Administration and Procedures) of the Grand County Land Use Code as well as Grand County 
Construction Standards.  

 
I. Project Description  
 

The application is for a General Rezone request to change the current Rural Residential (RR) 
zoning on a 2-acre parcel located on 2890 Spanish Valley Drive, to Small Lot Residential 
(SLR), which would allow for lot sizes with a minimum area of .20 acres.   

 
II. Consistency with 2012 General Plan 

 
The subject parcel is located within the Rural Residential Future Land Use Designation, 
Ridgeline Protection Overlay Area and on the immediate outskirts of the Rural Center area of 
the Future Land Use Map. 

 
A. The Rural Residential future land use designation, calls for agriculture and single-family 

residential uses (1 dwelling unit per acre base density and up to 1.6 dwelling units per acre 
with a 50% open-space set-aside or fee in lieu and 25% affordable housing units or fee in-
lieu).  In order to encourage larger open space parcels that are valued by the community, 
a project in Rural Residential can achieve a gross density of up to 2 units per acre that 
includes (a) a 50% open space set-aside area totaling 40 or more contiguous acres or a 
fee-in-lieu, (b) has 25% affordable housing units or a fee-in-lieu, and (c) includes multi-
modal options (pedestrian/bicycle, at minimum).   

 
1. The proposed rezone request to Small Lot Residential at this location, would allow 

for higher density housing than originally envisioned in the 2012 General Plan. The 
future concept plan for the subject property proposes an average lot size of .20 acre, 
where the density under the current zone and future land use designation of RR 
calls for a minimum lot size of 1.0 acre, therefore SLR zoning is not consistent with 
the current General Plan in this regard.  
 

2. It is anticipated though, that an increase in density may be envisioned for designated 
areas within Spanish Valley in the 2022 General Plan Update and Land Use Study, 
in order to address the present day housing shortage in the area.  

 
B. The subject parcel is also located within the Ridgeline Protection Area Future Land Use 

Resource Overlay designation which encourages development where new structures, 



 

 

buildings, fences, or walls are located so that they do not visually disrupt ridgelines as 
seen from specific public roads in Spanish Valley.   

 
1. With a permitted height of 28’ for principal structures within the Small Lot 

Residential zoning district, the proposed future land use would be consistent.  The 
applicant proposes building designs that are no more than 2 stories and a design 
that has been restricted in order to maintain a line of sight to the surrounding rim 
walls as viewed from Spanish Valley Drive.  

 
C. The subject parcel is also located within the Rural Center Future Land Use designation 

which is intended to vary in size from 5 to 30 acres in total and promotes uses such as 
neighborhood scale retail, small businesses, local commercial, local tourism, on site 
renewable energy, and residential neighborhoods. Residential density of up to 3.2 units 
per acre is permitted if it includes (a) 50% open spaces set aside or fee-in-lieu, (b) 25% 
affordable housing units or fee in lieu, (c) multi-modal options, (pedestrian/bicycle, at a 
minimum), and (d) no more than ½ of total dwelling units are multi-family.  

 
1. The proposed rezone would allow the owner to subdivide the 2-acre parcel 

according to the future concept plan, into 4 lots which would provide for 4 
primary dwelling units (one existing and three future proposed) and 3 ADUs. The 
concept plan does not include a proposal for open space or affordable housing nor 
a plan for small retail or local commercial however the concept plan does propose 
an increase in residential density as compared to the current zoning designation of 
Rural Residential which meets the increase in density desired by the 2012 General 
Plan related to the Rural Center.       

 
III. Conformance with Grand County Land Use Code (LUC) 
 

A. The Proposed rezone is in conformance with LUC Article 9, Administration and 
Procedure and article 9.2.2 - Application for Zoning Map or Text Amendment. in the 
following ways: 

 
1. A complete application was submitted by the property owner’s representative in 

accordance with provisions of the Grand County Land Use Code Article 9.2.2.  
 

2. The application was reviewed by the zoning administrator and deemed a complete 
application on December 8th, 2021, per article 9.2.2 

 
B. The Public Notice requirements were met for this Public Hearing in accordance with Utah 

State Code § 17-27a-205. 
 

1. The property owner’s representative placed one (1) poster on the property provided 
by the Planning and Zoning Department in a prominent and visible location on the 
subject property within five feet of the property line a minimum of 10 days before 
the Public Hearing. 
 



 

 

2. The Planning & Zoning Department placed public notices in accordance with Utah 
State Code 17-27a-205 on the County website a minimum of 10 days before this 
hearing. 

 
3. The Planning & Zoning Department placed public notices related to this Public 

Hearing according to Utah State Code 17-27a-205on the Utah Public Notice 
website a minimum of 10 days before this hearing.  

 
         



Brittney Hodson
Anthony Ricco

2890 Spanish Valley Dr
Moab, Ut 84532

786.333.3036

This application is for the rezoning of a parcel of land located at 2890 Spanish Valley Dr.
Moab, Utah 84532. The lot is currently zoned R2 and the request is being made to zone to SLR.
The purpose of this rezone is to allow the construction of rental housing for long-term local
business employees. The need for long-term housing for local employees is self-evident in
Moab, with many businesses struggling to maintain long-term employees due to a lack of
long-term housing. The proposed rezone of the area helps address this issue. With the
owners/investors sub-dividing their primary residential lot, the intention is to build long-term
rental housing while maintaining a residential neighborhood that is a pleasure to live in. The
surrounding areas are commercial use, campground, farm land, HDHO, and both small lot and
rural residential. Additionally, the proposed Spanish Valley Drive Multi Use Path crosses directly
in front of the lot.

The site proposed for building is currently an unused portion of the owners/investors two
acre lot. The building plan has taken into consideration the proper setbacks on all sides, and the
building design has been restricted to maintain line of sight to the surrounding rim walls from
Spanish Valley Drive and the proposed Multiuse Path. The current two acre lot has all public
utilities servicing the property, therefore no extension of public services will be required in the
area.

Sec. 9.2.7 Issues for Consideration:

1. Was the existing zone for the property adopted in error?
No. At the time of adoption the current zoning matched the area use.

2. Has there been a change of character in the area (e.g. installation of public facilities, other
zone changes, new growth trends, deterioration, development transitions, etc.)?

Yes. High density development was approved within 1000 feet of the project site: 4 acres
at a density of 10 units per acre. The HDHO had also originally proposed a density of 20 units
on the two acre project site. The Spanish Valley Multiuse Path is scheduled to pass directly in
front of the project site, implying that the future of the area is planned to be higher density than
the current rual residential.

3. Is there a need for the proposed use(s) within the area or community?



Yes. The necessity for long term housing in Grand County is one of the largest problems
facing the city currently.

4. Will there be benefits derived by the community or area by granting the proposed rezoning?
A greater availability in long-term housing will help drive down housing costs in Grand

County by helping the supply match the demand of Moab residents and long-term employees.

5. Is the proposal in conformance with the policies, intents and requirements of Grand County
General Plan, specifically Chapter 4: Future Land Use Plan.

Yes.The building plan has taken into consideration the proper setbacks on all sides, and
the building design has been restricted to maintain line of sight to the surrounding rim walls from
Spanish Valley Drive and the proposed Multiuse Path.

The FLUP focuses on ridgelines viewed from major public rights of way: US Highway
191, State Road 128, Mill Creek Road, Spanish Valley Drive and La Sal Loop Road. Skylines
and prominent ridgelines in the foreground that define the natural form of the landscape are the
highest priority for protection.

6. Should the development be annexed to a city?
No.

7. Is the proposed density and intensity of use permitted in the proposed zoning district?
Yes.

8. Is the site suitable for rezoning based on a consideration of environmental and scenic quality
impacts?

Yes.

9. Are the proposed uses compatible with the surrounding area or uses; will there be adverse
impacts; and/or can any adverse impacts be adequately mitigated?

Yes.

10. Are adequate public facilities and services available to serve development for the type and
scope suggested by the proposed zone? If utilities are not available, could they be reasonably
extended? Is the applicant willing to pay for the extension of public facilities and services
necessary to serve the proposed development?

Yes. All public utilities (water, sewer, electricity, trash, recycling, internet) are currently
servicing the property, therefore no extension of public services will be required in the area.



MOAB HOMESTEAD LLC
2971 DESERT RD, Moab ut 84532

RIDGES KRISTIN
3600 S MAIN
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84115-0000

SCOVILL JENNIFER DEAN
2910 SPANISH VALLEY DR
MOAB UT 84532-0000

TAYLOR TIBBETTS TAMI DEANE
7724 BRILLIANT FOREST ST
LAS VEGAS NV 89131-0000

PETERSEN JEFFREY P
1757 NW ROLLING HILLS DR
CAMAS WA 98607-0000

CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATT
50 E NORTH TEMPLE ST
22ND FLOOR RE: 517-2403
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84150-3620

GRUS LLC
867 E SIMPSON AVE
SALT LAKE CITY UT 84106-0000
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