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Grand County General Plan 1 

Welcome to the Grand County Planning Process! 
 
This is the Grand County General Plan. It was adopted by the Grand 
County Council in August 1996 following public hearings before the 
council and the Grand County Planning Commission. Its purpose is to 
help local officials and citizens respond to demographic, economic, 
and land use change by: 
 

∃ providing broad policy guidance for the public investment 
decisions that must be made by Grand County and other local 
service-providers as the population grows, 
 
∃ offering a sound policy basis for the land use decisions 
that must be made by the Grand County Planning Commission and 
council, and 
 
∃ setting an agenda of actions that must be taken by local 
governments, social service agencies, civic and business 
organizations, and others to enhance and sustain the quality 
of life in Grand County.  

 
The policies adopted in this plan offer essential guidance for 
decision-makers and a useful means of checking the community=s 
progress toward important goals. But this document is not an end in 
itself. It is the product of a dynamic process in which the county 
council and planning commission, other local officials, and 
interested citizens are constantly discussing and responding to the 
issues the plan addresses. The most important policy statement 
adopted here is the one that recognizes the necessity of a 
continuing planning process. 
 

Preview  
 
This document has two parts. The first part explains the context 
for planning in Grand County, including the predominance of public 
land ownership and the Αboom-to-bust≅ history of the local economy. 
The second part of the plan cites the legal authority for planning 
by Utah counties, briefly describes Grand County=s planning 
process, and presents the policy statements. The policies address 
the major issues facing the people of Grand County: keeping the 
public involved in planning, balancing property rights and the 
public interest, coordinating the activities of numerous local, 
state, and federal land management agencies, protecting sensitive 
lands, ensuring that there is adequate affordable housing, 
diversifying the local  economy, providing an adequate, affordable 
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infrastructure, and regulating land development in the community 
interest. 
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population chart appears here 
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Part I - The Context for Planning in Grand County 
 
Sound planning begins with a realistic assessment of the 
community=s present situation and projected demographic, economic, 
and land use trends. This part of the Grand County General Plan 
summarizes information obtained from many sources to present the 
principal facts to which the policy statements respond. The sources 
used are listed at the end of this document. 
 

The Potential Dimensions of Growth 
 
This plan is a response to the rapid growth of the early 1990s and 
the projected growth graphed on page 2. Grand County=s 1988 plan 
forecast a 2020 population of 10,000 or less. The county=s 
population is now expected to surpass the 9,000 mark before the 
turn of the century, leaping from 6,620 in 1990 to 15,493 by the 
year 2020: a 134% increase! The growth rate is projected to vary 
from nearly five percent per year during the early 1990s to less 
than two percent per year near the end of the projection period. A 
summary of the population projections generated by the Governor=s 
Office of Planning and Budget is given in Appendix A. 
 
The Governor=s Office of Planning and Budget also projects 
population growth by age cohort, household formation, and 
employment. 
 

∃ Growth in the school age population is expected to lag 
behind overall population growth until just after the turn of 
the century, when it will begin to exceed the overall rate of 
growth.  
 
∃ Household formation, which drives the local housing market, 
is expected to run ahead of population growth as the average 
household size shrinks from 2.74 to 2.71. If the state=s 
projections are accurate, some 3,300 new households will be 
formed in the county between 1990 and 2020.  
 
∃ Growth in total employment is also projected to exceed 
population growth, rising from about 2,825 in 1990 to about 
8,130  in 2020 (a 188% increase!). 

 
Grand County=s year-round population is joined by more than a 
million visitors to Arches and Canyonlands national parks and the 
other natural attractions of southeastern Utah each year. The chart 
on page 4 shows the trend in visits to the parks between 1990 and 
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1995. The growth rate during that five-year period was about 9.1%. 
A 1992 study by the Governor=s Office of Planning and Budget 
projected that the number of visitors to Utah=s national parks will 
grow at a long-term rate of about 3.5% per year. 
 
Grand County=s recent growth in population and visitation is 
confirmed by many indicators, including the number of building 
permits issued, water system connections, and the transient room 
tax collections and traffic counts charted on the next page. The 
August 1995 Utah Labor Market Report article reprinted in Appendix 
B offers further analysis of the county=s current economic boom. 
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park visitation chart 
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TRT Chart 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
There is little doubt that both the local population and the number 
of visitors to Grand County will grow during the next few years. 
The geographic distribution of that growth is less certain, but 
unincorporated areas will probably grow faster than the City of 
Moab. Moab=s share of the county=s population fell from about 65% 
in 1980 to less than 60% in 1990. Building permit records show that 
about 60% of all housing starts between 1990 and 1994 were in the 
unincorporated areas of Spanish Valley. Over 27% of the 1990-1994 
housing starts were in Castle Valley or along the Colorado River. 
Only 13% were in Moab. This strong trend toward exurban living is 
found in most other growing communities in the Intermountain West, 
and should be expected to continue, though it could be abated by 
aggressive annexation or construction of affordable housing within 
the city limits.   
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land ownership map appears here 
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The Challenges of Growth 
 
The demographic and economic projections presented above pose a 
real challenge for the people of Grand County. Growth will create 
entrepreneurial opportunities and new jobs, but could lead to 
shrinking open space in Spanish Valley and chronic labor and 
housing shortages during the next 15 years. Also, Grand County and 
other agencies face a huge (130% plus!) increase in the demand for 
public services and facilities. A brief assessment of the 
community=s capacity to accommodate population growth and land use 
change is offered here. It begins with three basic questions. 

 
1. Is sufficient land available for development?  
 
2. Is the available land well-suited for development? can it 
be built upon without damage to the environment or serious 
conflict with existing uses?  
 
3. Can adequate, affordable public facilities and services be 
provided to the projected development? 

 
The answers to these questions will describe Grand County=s 
physical and fiscal capacity to manage growth. A brief discussion 
of the social consequences of rapid demographic and economic change 
will follow. 
 

The Local Land Supply 
 
The map on page 6 shows that the state and federal governments 
manage 94% of Grand County=s total land area. Small parts of the 
federal domain and larger tracts of state land -- including state 
parcels south of Castle Valley and in the Sand Flats area east of 
Moab -- may be made available for exchange or sale, but the supply 
of private land available for development is limited. 
 
The limited supply of private land, the availability of potable 
water, proximity to the national parks, and the lack of 
infrastructure in other areas will all combine to concentrate Grand 
County=s projected growth in Moab and the unincorporated areas of 
Spanish Valley. The 1995 use of the private lands in Spanish Valley 
is shown in Table 1 and on the Current Land Use Map on page 8. The 
table shows that there is vacant land enough to accommodate 3,300 
or more new homes in Spanish Valley alone, while leaving all 
existing uses, including irrigated croplands, in place. But is all 
of that land suitable for development? 
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The Grand County Landscape 

 
Grand County encompasses 2,284,117 acres (3,692 square miles) 
stretching from the Book Cliffs on the north to the La Sal 
Mountains and Spanish Valley on the south and from the Colorado 
border westward to the Green River. As noted above, however, only 
about six percent of that acreage is in private ownership. The map 
on page 6 shows that the only large blocks of private land are in 
Spanish and Castle valleys, along the Colorado River northeast of 
Moab, including the Cisco and Westwater areas, and along the Green 
River, north of the City of Green River. 
 

CLU map 
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Castle valleys, along the Colorado River northeast of Moab, 
including the Cisco and Westwater areas, and along the Green River, 
north of the City of Green River. 
  

Table 1 - 1995 Private Land Use in Unincorporated Spanish Valley  
 

 
use 

 
acreage 

 
share 

 
irrigated agriculture/open 

space uses, including Matheson 
Preserve  

 
1,487 

 
16.5% 

 
single-family residential uses 

 
943 

 
10.5% 

 
multi-family residential uses 

 
12 

 
> 1% 

 
commercial and industrial uses 

 
892 

 
9.9% 

 
vacant land 

 
5,683 

 
63.0% 

 
TOTAL 

 
9,017 

 

 
This description focuses on Spanish Valley, where most of Grand 
County=s growth is expected to occur. A brief overview of the 
county=s geology, including its mineral resources, is provided by 
the Utah Geological and Mineral Survey pamphlet, Geology and Grand 
County, that is packaged with this plan. 
 
Spanish Valley runs more than 13 miles from southeast (in San Juan 
County) to northwest, and averages around 1.5 miles in width. Pack 
Creek flows along the valley floor, eventually joining Mill Creek 
on its way to the Colorado River at the northwest end of the 
valley. These streams and their intermittent tributaries have 
filled the relatively level floor of Spanish Valley with alluvial 
material, while ancient faulting has given it steep sandstone walls 
to the east and west. 
 
The varying gradient from the valley walls to Pack or Mill creeks 
is the principal determinant of the possibilities for human use of 
the Spanish Valley landscape, but Ψbut aridity is also an important 
factor. The map on page 10 shows where steep slopes and other 
natural hazards could affect development in Spanish Valley. The 
faults shown on that map are inactive, but the forces of weathering 
and erosion are quite active on the slopes those faults formed. 
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slope and other hazards map appears here 



 

∃ Development on or immediately below the steep slopes of the 
valley walls may be subject to damaging rockfalls. 
 
∃ Development on slopes of more than about eight percent must 
be carefully planned and executed or it will accelerate 
surface runoff and soil erosion, affecting both the use of the 
site (as rills become gullies and cut headward) and downslope 
properties and water quality. 
 
∃ The shallow depth to bedrock affects the cost of building on 
most slopes in Spanish Valley. The map on page 12 shows the 
depth to rock. 
 

The development of relatively level land may also be affected by 
natural hazards. 
 

∃ As the natural hazards map indicates, there is seasonal 
flooding along Mill and Pack creeks and some intermittent 
tributaries. Also, flood flows may be increasing in some areas 
due to development. See the discussion of stormwater 
management in Appendix C. 
 
∃ The map on page 13 shows the permeability -- the rate at 
which water moves through the soil -- of different parts of 
Spanish Valley. Areas of rapid permeability are susceptible to 
groundwater contamination from on-site sewage disposal, 
hazardous materials spills, and similar sources. This 
potential for pollution is of special concern because the 
water level in wells serving individual homes in Spanish 
Valley is seldom more than 60 feet below the surface. 

 
Average annual precipitation at Moab is just 8.18 inches. 
Irrigation is required for crop production, but the available 
streamflow and storage support the irrigation of less than 1,000 
acres of the valley floor. The arid climate also raises a question 
about the supply of water available to support development.  
 
The domestic water needs of the City of Moab and residents of the 
unincorporated Spanish Valley are supplied from wells. As noted 
above, most individual wells are completed in the shallow aquifer 
in the unconsolidated sands and gravels of the valley floor. The 
wells serving the city and the Grand County Water Conservancy 
District are completed in the sandstones of Glen Canyon Group. The 
aquifer in this geologic formation recharges in the foothills of 
the La Sals, then discharges to springs and wells along Mill Creek 
and the east wall of Spanish Valley. It yields comparatively high 



 

quality water, but its production capacity is unknown. The most 
recent published study states: 
 

The above evidence indicates that in the City of Moab well-field area, the 
Glen Canyon Group is structurally complex, and that aquifer 
characteristics of the Glen Canyon Group vary considerably in short 
distances Ψ The total quantity of water in the Glen Canyon aquifer in the 
Mill Creek-Spanish Valley area is unknown because water levels are only 
available in the Mill Creek-Pack Creek area, and the thickness of the 
aquifer is not well known in any part of the area. 
 

Blanchard, 1990  
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depth to rock map appears here 



 
Grand County General Plan 16 

soil permeability map appears here 
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The map on page 15, which is adapted from the study quoted above, 
shows the geology of the Spanish Valley-Mill Creek area, including 
the surface exposure of the Glen Canyon Group. More hydrogeologic 
studies are being conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey, but the 
natural limitations on the water supply available to support growth 
in Moab and Spanish Valley have not yet been well defined.  
 
Respect for the landscape provides an essential framework for 
development in Spanish Valley. A safe, sustainable water supply is 
a prerequisite for any growth. And while natural hazards seldom 
preclude all development, they must be carefully accounted for in 
planning the location, type, and density of buildings allowed, and 
determining the need for central water and sewerage systems. 
Development may also be limited by the availability of other public 
facilities and services. 
 

The Local Infrastructure 
 
Appendix C briefly describes the major public facilities and 
services provided to unincorporated areas by Grand County and other 
local agencies. The community-wide facilities planning effort 
recently initiated by Grand County, the Spanish Valley Water and 
Sewer Improvement District, and the City of Moab will include a 
systematic comparison of present capacity with future demands. For 
the purposes of this plan, public facilities and services can be 
tentatively divided into three categories.  
 

∃ Some facilities have excess capacity -- though not 
necessarily enough to accommodate all of the projected growth 
-- or have recently obtained funding for major improvements. 
They include Canyonlands Field, the new landfill, the jail 
(for adults, there is no local juvenile detention), Allen 
Memorial Hospital, the Spanish Valley sewerage system, and the 
schools. 
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∃ Other facilities or services clearly do not have the 
capacity to handle the projected growth without major 
investments in physical plant or personnel. They include 
certain county roads, stormwater management, sidewalks and 
trails, the sheriff=s department, juvenile detention, and fire 
protection outside the existing fire protection districts. 
 
∃ Finally, further analysis is needed to determine whether 
certain facilities and services can support the projected 
growth. These include the Grand County Courthouse, emergency 
medical services, search and rescue, fire protection, the 
Spanish Valley water system, the library, and parks. This 
analysis will be performed as part of the facilities planning 
effort. 
 

The recent funding of the new high school and other improvements 
give Grand County a head start in providing the infrastructure 
needed to accommodate the rapidly growing number of residents and 
visitors. Many investments remain to be made, however, raising 
questions about how new facilities and services will be paid for.  
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Blanchard study map appears here 
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Public Finance: Who Pays?  
 
Grand County=s current facilities planning effort will address 
questions of public finance in detail. This document can only note 
some basic facts. 
 

∃ The shifting structure of the local economy has weakened the 
tax base. The minerals industry -- a major contributor to 
local governments that rely heavily on property taxes -- is 
being replaced by retirement and tourism as Grand County=s 
principal industry. 
 
∃ Grand County taxpayers already carry a heavy debt burden. 
Public debt service payments in 1996 will exceed $1.6 million! 
Table 2 shows the total amount of the outstanding general and 
revenue bonds issued by Grand County, the City of Moab, and 
local special service districts. 
 
∃ The growing demand for public facilities and services is not 
matched by an increasing ability to pay. The per capita income 
of Grand County residents grew at a rate of only 1.4% per year 
(adjusted for inflation) between 1983 and 1993. It also fell 
farther behind the national average: slipping from just over 
72% of the U.S. level to 67.9%.  

 
These facts were reflected in the issue raised most frequently by 
citizens involved in developing this plan: making sure the costs of 
new or expanded facilities and services are borne by the new 
residents and visitors who demand them. 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

tax indicators chart appears here 
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Table 2 - Total Indebtedness of Grand County Service-Providers 
 

 
jurisdiction 

 
type of debt 

 
amount 

 
City of Moab 

 
revenue bond 

 
$1,294,000 

 
Grand County 

 
general obligation bond 

 
$5,486,710 

 
Grand County 

 
revenue bond 

 
$922,365 

 
Grand County Hospital District 

 
CIB loan 

 
$633,688 

 
Moab Valley Fire Protection 

District 

 
general obligation bond 

 
$270,000 

 
Grand County Recreation District 

 
revenue bond 

 
$463,000 

 
Grand County School District 

 
general obligation bond 

 
$9,700,000 

 
Grand County Water  

Conservancy District 

 
general obligation and 

revenue bonds 

 
$1,527,666 

 
Grand County Special  

Service Water District 

 
general obligation and 

revenue bonds 

 
$1,937,00 

 
Spanish Valley Water and Sewer 

Improvement District 

 
general obligation and 

revenue bonds 

 
$1,015,103 

  
TOTAL 

 
$23,249,532 
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economic structure charts appear here 
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Past Experience with Growth and Decline 
 
This plan was adopted at a time when Grand County was experiencing 
rapid population growth and economic expansion. But the community=s 
response to change has been shaped by both sides of the boom-to-
bust cycle charted below. 
 
The charts on page 18 summarize the 
economic history of Grand County during 
the past several years. The minerals 
industry (uranium, potash, oil and gas) 
directly and indirectly generated more 
than 62% of all income received by 
county residents in 1980. By 1993, that 
share had fallen to 16%. Tourism was a 
comparatively minor part of the local 
economy in 1980, directly and indirectly 
providing about 11% of all income 
received by Grand County residents. 
Tourism and its allied sector, 
retirement (which did not qualify as a 
basic sector of the county=s economy in 
1980) have replaced mining as the 
principal source of income, generating 
roughly 65% of all local earnings in 
1993. This dramatic change has affected 
the community in many ways.  
 
Grand County=s renewed population growth 
and the impacts of the changing economy 
on the property tax base have already 
been noted. Rapid growth and the 
economic shift have also had major 
social impacts, emphasizing differences, 
including economic differences, between 
Αold-timers≅ and Αnewcomers.≅ The 
stress of change may also be reflected 
in such indicators as the second highest 
high school drop-out rate (5.57%) in 
Utah in 1994, and the second highest 
share of births to teens (18.09% of all 
births) in Utah in 1994.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
boom-to-bust chart appears here 

The purpose of the planning process is to give all citizens of 
Grand County (at least all those who are willing to participate) 
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useful tools for dealing with change. This plan does not attempt to 
resolve the differences between the Αold≅ and Αnew≅ economies, and 
the attitudes of the people who represent them. Conflicting 
attitudes will persist, especially in debates about public lands. 
But people on both sides of those debates share a common civic 
reality: the same streets, sewer lines, and tax bills, the same 
schools and parks for their children and the same views driving or 
cycling to work. The policies adopted here -- and the ongoing 
process of discussion and learning from which they spring -- speak 
to the issues on which no one who values the day-to-day quality of 
life can afford to insist on differences. 
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Table 3 - Where General Plan Elements Required by Utah Law Are Found in this 
Plan 

 
 

plan element required by 17-27-
302(2), see Appendix D for the text 

of this section 

 
corresponding policy statements in 

the  
Grand County General Plan 

 
 

(a) land use 
 

 
All of the policies adopted in this 
plan deal with land use in some way. 
See Policy 4 for public lands, Policy 
5 for sensitive lands, and Policy 6 
for agricultural lands.  

 
(b) transportation and circulation 

 
See Policy 8.  

 
(c) environmental 

 
See Policies 2, 4, 5 (especially), 

and 6. 
 

(d) public services and facilities 
 

 
See Policy 8.  

 
(e) rehabilitation, redevelopment, 

conservation 

 
See Policy 9.  

 
 
 

(f) economic development 
 

 
See Policy 7 and the Economic 
Development Action Plan produced by 
the Grand County Economic Development 
Coalition. Policies 8 and 9 are also 
relevant: there is no economic 
development without sound 
infrastructure and affordable housing. 
Policy 6 deals specifically with 
agriculture. 

 
(g) recommendations for 

implementation 

 
Specific implementation actions are 
included in each policy in this plan. 



 
Grand County General Plan 26 

Part II - Policy Statements 
 
This plan is adopted under authority of Title 17, Chapter 27 of the 
Utah Code, the County Land Use Development and Management Act of 
1992. The code language requiring county planning commissions to 
prepare a general plan and describing the contents such a plan must 
include are reproduced in Appendix D. The matrix on page 20 shows 
how the policy statements of this plan, which emerged from public 
discussion rather than following a given outline, match the 
required plan elements.  
 

The Planning Process 
 
This section begins with a brief history of planning in Grand 
County. It then describes the process that led to the adoption of 
this latest general plan. 
 
Grand County=s first comprehensive plan 
was produced in 1968. That document was 
updated in 1979 and again in 1988. A 
1992 revision was never adopted. All 
three editions gave a rather detailed 
factual description of the county, but 
offered only broad policy statements and 
-- in the first -- a general future land 
use map. There were few specific 
proposals for implementation, though the 
county did adopt land use controls: 
subdivision and zoning ordinances. The 
rapid growth of the early 1990s led to 
major revisions in those regulations in 
1994 and prompted the Grand County 
Council to launch a new planning effort 
in 1995. 

The Previous Plans 
 
Planning & Research Associates. 
Master Plan of Grand County, Utah, 
Including Moab and Spanish Valley. 
1968. 
 
University of Utah, Bureau of 
Community Development. Grand 
County, Utah: A Master Plan for 
Development. 1979. 
 
Southeastern Utah Association of 
Governments and David Wise. Grand 
County Master Plan. 1988.  

The process that produced this plan was preceded by the renewed 
awareness of planning issues that always accompanies growth. 
 

∃ The City of Moab, which had adopted a general plan in 1992, 
initiated two planning studies, one dealing with sensitive 
lands in Spanish Valley, including areas outside the city 
limits, the other with affordable housing. 
 
∃ The Grand County Planning Commission began soliciting public 
comment on planning issues through community workshops 
facilitated by Utah State University Extension in October 1993 
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and April 1994. 
 
Following a request for qualifications and interviews in December 
1994, the Grand County Council used a grant from the Governor=s 
Office of Planning and Budget to contract with the Sonoran 
Institute to develop a planning process that would match the 
community=s needs. The Institute produced a major workshop 
involving 88 county residents on March 11, 1995. This event was 
preceded by extensive publicity and drop-in centers -- which drew 
approximately 190 participants -- at local supermarkets. The 
results are presented in a report entitled From Dialogue to Action-
-The Grand County Master Plan, a copy of which accompanies this 
plan.  
 
The county council reviewed the workshop results, then, in July 
1995, contracted with Lee Nellis, a consulting planner who had 
assisted the Sonoran Institute with the march 11 workshop, to 
prepare this general plan document. Nellis met with each of the 
working groups formed at the From Dialogue to Action Workshop, 
interviewed local public service providers, and submitted the first 
draft of this plan to the Grand County Planning Commission on 
October 26, 1995.  
 
The planning commission studied that draft and a second draft 
produced in December 1995, then released a draft for public comment 
on February 20, 1996. A series of listening post meetings in early 
March garnered a few comments, and the planning commission made 
some changes in the draft plan before conducting a public hearing 
in April. The planning commission then recommended a draft general 
plan to the county council, which conducted its public hearing on 
May 20, 1996 and adopted a slightly revised plan in August 1996. 
 

Policy Structure and Preview 
 
Each of the policies adopted in this plan consists of a general 
goal and a list of actions or strategies needed to implement that 
goal. The goals and actions in Policies 4 through 11 are taken from 
the results of the March 11 workshop and follow-up meetings with 
people from each of the working groups formed at that event. 
 

∃ The first policy calls for annual review of this plan 
through an ongoing participatory process. It also encourages 
citizen involvement in future planning studies and plan 
implementation.  
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∃ A 1995 amendment to state law makes the second policy 
mandatory. It addresses property rights and, specifically, the 
taking issue. 
 
∃ The third policy adopts the population projections published 
by the Governor=s Office of Planning and Budget as the 
official projections for use in planning in Grand County. 
 
∃ The policies that originated at the From Dialogue to Action 
workshop begin with a call for a citizen-initiated program of 
intergovernmental communication and coordination.  
 
∃ The fifth policy addresses sensitive lands, including 
recharge areas for public water supplies, riparian corridors, 
visually sensitive areas, and significant geological, 
biological, and archeological sites. 
 
∃ There is some overlap between the fifth policy and the 
sixth, which calls for protection of the land and water base 
needed to sustain local agriculture and the conservation of 
other resources. 
 
∃ Maintaining local agricultural production is also one goal 
of the Economic Development Action Plan for Moab and Grand 
County, which is incorporated into this general plan by the 
seventh policy. 
 
∃ The eighth policy calls for a capital facilities planning 
effort to ensure that adequate, affordable public facilities 
and services are available to the people of the county. This 
policy will be updated and expanded when the facilities 
planning process is complete. It also officially incorporates 
the November 1995 Grand County - Spanish Valley Transportation 
Study.  
 
∃  One of the main public concerns in Grand County is 
affordable housing. This difficult issue is addressed in the 
ninth policy. 
 
∃ The education, family, and arts policy speaks to diverse 
concerns about the local quality of life. 
 
∃ Policy 11 provides guidance for the Grand County Planning 
Commission and County Council in making decisions about land 
use compatibility and design issues. It also supplements other 
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policies, including 5 - Sensitive Lands and 8 - Public 
Facilities. 
 
∃ The policies end with the recognition that more detailed 
guidance for development may be needed in some parts of Grand 
County. The twelfth policy calls for special planning studies 
for the Colorado River Corridor, the La Sal Mountains, and 
other specific areas.   
 

The order in which the policy statements are presented implies no 
priority among them. 
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1 - INVOLVE THE PEOPLE OF THE COUNTY  
IN A CONTINUING PLANNING PROCESS 

 
GRAND COUNTY WILL INVOLVE THE PEOPLE OF THE COMMUNITY IN A 
CONTINUING PLANNING PROCESS, AND IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS FOR WHICH 
COUNTY GOVERNMENT HAS RESPONSIBILITY, BUT Ψ 
 
THE PEOPLE OF THE COUNTY MUST ALSO TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR 
IMPLEMENTING MANY PORTIONS OF THIS PLAN THROUGH EXISTING OR NEW 
CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS. 
 
This plan was produced by the participatory process described on 
pages 21-23. It can only be maintained and implemented in the same 
way. When the Grand County Council reviewed the results of the From 
Action to Dialogue workshop on April 1, 1995, it found that 
nongovernmental entities need to take the lead in implementing at 
least half of the policies proposed at that event. 
 
implementation actions 
 

A. Grand County will comply with all requirements for open 
meetings, public notice, and public hearings established by 
Utah law. 
 
Public notice and hearings are specifically required for 
amendments to this plan (U.C.A. 17-27-304), the zoning 
ordinance (U.C.A. 17-27-403), and the subdivision ordinance 
(U.C.A. 17-27-803). Public notice and hearings are also 
required for other actions, including, but not limited to, the 
vacation or amendment of subdivision plats (U.C.A. 17-27-809). 
 
B. The Grand County Planning Commission will invite the people 
of the community to join it in conducting an annual review of 
this general plan and the implementing ordinances. 
 
The planning commission should amend its by-laws to dedicate 
one regular meeting each year to the plan review.  
 
C. The Grand County Council and Planning Commission will 
encourage the people of the county to be involved in 
implementing this plan. 
 
For example, Actions 4.B. and 4.D. call for a joint planning 
process for public lands. Grand County can involve citizens in 
implementing this and other actions through workshops, 
listening posts, advisory committees, and similar means, 
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matching the technique used to the situation. 
 
D. Actions 4.B. and 4.G. call for the creation of new civic 
organizations to take responsibility for the implementation of 
portions of this plan. 
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2 - RESPECT PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS 
 
GRAND COUNTY WILL COMPLY WITH UTAH=S PRIVATE PROPERTY PROTECTION 
ACT OF 1994 (U.C.A. 63-90A-1 ET SEQ.). THAT LAW IMPOSES THREE 
REQUIREMENTS.  
 

Θ THE COUNTY MUST ENACT AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING ADVISORY 
GUIDELINES TO ASSIST IT IN IDENTIFYING ACTIONS THAT MAY RAISE 
CONSTITUTIONAL TAKING ISSUES.  
 
Θ THE COUNTY MUST THEN CONSIDER THOSE GUIDELINES WHEN MAKING 
DECISIONS THAT COULD RESULT IN A TAKING.  
 
Θ THE COUNTY MUST ESTABLISH A PROCEDURE FOR REVIEWING ALLEGED 
TAKINGS. THE ACT REQUIRES THAT OWNERS APPEAL DECISIONS THEY 
BELIEVE HAVE EFFECTED A TAKING WITHIN 30 DAYS. THE COUNTY MUST 
HEAR SUCH APPEALS AND MAKE A DECISION WITHIN 14 DAYS. 

 
The term Αtaking≅ comes from the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution which states ΑΨ nor shall private property be taken 
for public use without just compensation.≅ Thousands of pages of 
legal commentary and court decisions have attempted to interpret 
those few words, but whether a given government action is a taking 
is still a case-by-case determination. 
 
implementation actions 
 

A. Grand County will amend its development code to include the 
guidelines and procedures required by U.C.A. 63-90A-1, et seq.  

 
 

3 - ADOPT OFFICIAL POPULATION PROJECTIONS 
 
GRAND COUNTY WILL USE THE POPULATION PROJECTIONS PREPARED BY THE 
GOVERNOR=S OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET IN THIS PLAN AND FUTURE 
PLANNING EFFORTS.  
 
implementation actions 
 

A. Grand County should periodically retain a competent, 
independent professional to evaluate the projections prepared 
by the Governor=s Office. 
 
A review of the state-generated projections summarized in 
Appendix A will be included in the 1995-96 capital facilities 
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planning project. The build-out projections generated for the 
capital facilities plan will also be adopted here.  
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public lands chart appears here 



 
Grand County General Plan 35 

4 - PROMOTE INTERGOVERNMENTAL COORDINATION 
 
FEDERAL AND STATE LAND PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT DECISIONS AFFECTING 
GRAND COUNTY SHOULD BE CONSISTENT WITH THIS PLAN. 
 
THE PEOPLE OF GRAND COUNTY SHOULD ENCOURAGE COOPERATION BETWEEN 
GOVERNMENT, BUSINESS, NONPROFIT ORGANIZATIONS, AND COUNTY RESIDENTS 
TO ACHIEVE COMMON OBJECTIVES, INCLUDING:   
 

Θ DEVELOPING A PROACTIVE, PARTICIPATORY PROCESS TO DEAL WITH 
PRIVATE, STATE, AND FEDERAL LANDS ISSUES; 
 
Θ SUPPORTING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN LAND MANAGEMENT DECISIONS 
AT ALL LEVELS; AND 
 
Θ ENCOURAGING BETTER COOPERATION AND COORDINATION BETWEEN 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT ORGANIZATIONS AND AGENCIES, IN GRAND COUNTY  
AND SOUTHEASTERN UTAH.  
 

GRAND COUNTY SHOULD TREAT STATE TRUST LANDS AND BLM LANDS THAT HAVE 
BEEN DESIGNATED AS POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE FOR EXCHANGE OR SALE AS 
ALREADY BEING PRIVATE FOR PLANNING PURPOSES, AND ATTEMPT TO 
INITIATE A JOINT PLANNING PROCESS FOR THESE LANDS WITH THE 
RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES. 
 
The chart on page 26 is a reminder of the importance of 
intergovernmental coordination in Grand County, and of the need to 
assert local interests in federal and state land use planning and 
management. The maps on pages 28 and 30 serve the same purpose. 
They also show BLM lands that may be available for exchange and the 
large blocks of state lands located on the edges of Castle and 
Spanish Valleys. These lands -- especially some state parcels -- 
represent a huge potential increase in the area available for 
development in Grand County. 
 
implementation actions 
 

A. Federal law requires the Bureau of Land Management and the 
Forest Service to consult with Grand County when formulating 
plans or making land use decisions. It also provides authority 
for cooperation by other agencies, including the National Park 
Service. Grand County will work proactively -- both as a local 
government and through a local partnership organization, if 
one is formed, and the Canyon Country Partnership (see 4.B., 
below) -- to ensure that federal decision makers are aware of, 
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and carefully consider, the local impacts of their decisions.  
 
Federal and state land use decisions can have major impacts on 
the people of Grand County, affecting both the ways they make 
a living, and the ways they enjoy life. A list of the 
authorities requiring or, at least, permitting, federal 
agencies to consult and coordinate with the county appears in 
Appendix E. 
 

county-wide ownership/disposition map appears here 
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federal agencies to consult and coordinate with the county 
appears in Appendix E. 
 
B. Interested citizens and agencies that have responsibility 
or authorization to act consistently with this plan should 
take the initiative in forming a ΑGrand Partnership.≅ The 
partnership would bring together local, state (including 
university extension), and federal agencies and organizations 
involved in land management in Grand County. It could be 
formalized through memorandums of understanding, and provide a 
forum for sharing information, and act in an advisory capacity 
to the participants.  
 
The existing Canyon Country Partnership offers a model for -- 
and possibly an alternative to -- the Grand Partnership. It 
currently provides a quarterly forum for federal (BLM, USFS, 
NPS) and state (Trust Lands, Oil And Gas, Wildlife, Parks) 
agencies, and southeastern Utah counties (Carbon Emery, Grand 
and San Juan) to discuss public lands issues, primarily 
recreation. The potential success of a local partnership 
organization is also illustrated by the Sand Flats experiment 
that is now taking place in Grand County. It involves the 
joint management of some 7,240 acres of BLM and state lands by 
the Americorps volunteers of the Community Sand Flats Team. 
 
C. Grand County should continue fee-based joint management of 
the Sand Flats area for recreation. 
 
Development of the state trust lands in the area would be 
incompatible with the Sand Flats= role as one of America=s 
premier mountain biking areas.   
 
D. The Grand County Planning Commission should, with support 
from the county council, attempt to initiate a joint planning 
process for state and federal lands that may be privatized. 
The joint planning process should include appropriate zoning 
of state and federal lands and an agreement on how the impacts 
of privatization will be addressed before the Utah Trust Lands 
Administration or Bureau of Land Management   
 
Privatization of any of the large tracts of public land in 
Grand County could result in land use conflicts and 
substantial unanticipated demand for public facilities and 
services. This action could be channeled through the Grand 
Partnership, if that organization is formed in the near 
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future, but should not be long delayed. See 8.D. for one 
highly specific joint planning need. 
 
E.  Grand County should seek National Park Service comment on 
all developments that have the potential to affect park 
resources or visitation. 
 
F. Grand County should work with San Juan County to plan for 
the development of the southern portion of Spanish Valley, 
especially including the provision of public services and 
facilities. 
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Spanish Valley ownership/disposition map appears here 
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Several hundred acres of vacant land are zoned for residential 
and commercial development in the San Juan County portion of 
Spanish Valley. Grand County agencies provide emergency 
services -- initial law enforcement response, ambulance, and 
fire -- to the this area. Also, San Juan County residents 
attend local schools and use the library, parks, and other 
public facilities in Grand County. Grand County and other 
local service providers cannot plan or function effectively 
without input to San Juan County=s land use decisions and ways 
to ensure that developers and residents in the southern 
portion of the Valley make a fair contribution to the cost of 
the facilities and services they use.  
 
G. Grand County and the City of Moab should adopt an agreement 
(and amend their development codes accordingly) to clarify the 
procedure for review of developments within the one-half mile 
surrounding the city limits where Moab has jurisdiction over 
Αurban development.≅ 
 
Utah law (Utah Code 10-2-418) provides that, ΑUrban 
development shall not be approved or permitted within one-half 
mile of a municipality in the unincorporated territory which 
the municipality has proposed for annexation in its policy 
declaration, if a municipality is willing to annex the 
territory proposed for such development under the standards 
and requirements set forth in this chapter Ψ .≅ 
 
H. A ΑGrand Citizens Commission≅ should be formed to review 
county and city services, then make recommendations for 
eliminating duplication, reducing expenditures, and avoiding 
conflict. These recommendations could include combining county 
and city functions. See also Policy 8.   
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5 - PROTECT SENSITIVE LANDS 
 
GRAND COUNTY SHOULD PROTECT SENSITIVE LANDS, OPEN SPACE, AND SCENIC 
VIEWS, WHILE RESPECTING PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS. 
 
INTERESTED CITIZENS SHOULD CREATE A LAND TRUST TO ACQUIRE LAND AND 
DEVELOPMENT RIGHTS FROM WILLING SELLERS OR DONORS AND MANAGE 
EASEMENTS. 
 
These goals raise a difficult question: What are >sensitive= lands? 
The Sensitive Lands Working Group initiated by the City of Moab 
defined the term to include: public drinking water supply 
watersheds (recharge areas for the aquifer in the Glen Canyon 
Formation); floodplains and riparian habitats; seen areas of 
elevated benches, mesas, ridges, and slopes; and significant 
geological, biological, and archeological sites. These areas have 
not (with the exception of the flood-prone areas shown on page 10) 
been mapped and must either be better defined, or addressed on a 
site-by-site basis during development review. 
 
It is also important to understand the relationship of sensitive 
lands and the natural hazards described in Part I of this plan. Not 
all hazardous lands are sensitive, but there is considerable 
overlap. For example, riparian corridors along the valley=s streams 
are both hazardous -- due to flooding -- and highly sensitive. The 
comparatively humid, well-vegetated oasis along the creeks occupies 
a small fraction of Spanish Valley, but provides important wildlife 
habitat and visual and microclimatic relief from the sere colors 
and heat of the surrounding desert. All that is necessary to enjoy 
these benefits is to leave riparian areas undeveloped. The same is 
true of other sensitive lands. Dedicating them to open space use 
makes adjacent lands more valuable, and well-planned development on 
such sites more marketable.  
 
implementation actions 
 

A. Grand County will consider sensitive lands in all 
development reviews. Specifically, the county will amend its 
development code to: 
 
∃ protect riparian corridors and recharge areas for public 
water supplies from incompatible uses, 
 
∃ offer incentives for the transfer development rights 
from sensitive lands to other sites, and 
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∃ ask developers to show how projects in visually sensitive areas 
will minimize contrast with the natural setting. Contrast can be 
evaluated using the criteria of form, line, color, and texture. 

 
B. A very low density zoning district will be added to the Grand County 
Development Code. This district could be mapped in areas where sensitive 
lands are common (the Colorado River corridor, the La Sal Mountains, 
including the foothills where the Glen Canyon Group aquifer is recharged, 
and the Book Cliffs) would be designed to encourage cluster development, 
leaving large blocks of open space undeveloped. 
 
The term Αvery low density≅ will be defined in development code revisions, 
but could include average lots sizes ranging anywhere from 20 to 160 acres. 
 
C. Grand County, the City of Moab, and interested citizens, including the 
Sensitive Lands Working Group, will investigate a variety of options and 
incentives to protect sensitive lands in ways that benefit both the 
community and the landowner. 
 
The options explored should include a local land trust (See Action 5.C.), 
land swaps with public agencies, and the purchase of land or development 
rights funded by open space impact fees and similar funding sources. Note 
that 875 acres of wetlands along the Colorado River northwest of Moab have 
already been protected in the Scott M. Matheson Wetlands Preserve, which is 
jointly managed by the Nature Conservancy (a national land trust) and the 
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources.  
 
D. Interested citizens should form a land trust that can help implement 
this policy. Action 6.D. also calls for the formation of a land trust. 
 
Land trusts are nonprofit organizations that help the owners of sensitive 
lands understand how voluntarily protecting those lands from development 
can result in income or inheritance tax advantages.  The land trust may 
also help owners design developments in which protected lands are a 
valuable marketing feature.  A land trust can acquire conservation 
easements only on a willing buyer, willing seller basis. 
 
E. Grand County, in good faith and at the request of Governor Michael 
Leavitt, created a proposal for wilderness in Grand County and submitted it 
to the Sate of Utah.  Circumstances evolved and the Utah submission for 
wilderness was not passed into wilderness.  The BLM, through years of study 
and millions of dollars, created a proposal that was not adopted.  Bruce 
Babbitt, Secretary of the Interior, has now deemed it necessary to 
reevaluate lands for wilderness designation.  Grand County must act as 
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stewards to this land.  Therefore we must insist that any lands considered 
for wilderness designation in our County follow the guidelines set forth in 
the 1964 Wilderness Act. 
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6 - SUSTAIN LOCAL AGRICULTURE 
CONSERVE  
 
GRAND COUNTY AND INTERESTED CITIZENS WILL WORK TO PROTECT THE 
LAND AND WATER RESOURCE BASE NEEDED TO SUSTAIN LOCAL 
AGRICULTURE. 
 
 
Agriculture is a minor 
component of the Grand County 
economy (see the pie charts on 
page 18), but plays a major 
role in the local sense of 
place and scenery. Sustaining 
local agriculture is also 
essential for any community 
that values self-sufficiency. 

 

Dimensions of Grand County Agriculture 
 
The 1992 Census of Agriculture found 88 farms 
or ranches in Grand County, occupying a total of 
about 63,000 acres of private land, only 3,096 
acres of which was irrigated. Most of the 
Αfarms≅ were small (52 were under 50 acres). 
Only 42 people listed farming as their principal 
occupation.  

implementation actions 
 

A. Interested citizens will organize a group to promote and 
develop agricultural markets, including markets for value-
added products. This group will also provide technical 
assistance and facilitate classification of agricultural lands 
for tax purposes. See also the Grand County Economic 
Development Action Plan.  
 
Several existing organizations and agencies, like the Grand 
Growers, the Canyonlands Winegrowers, the Castleland Resource 
Conservation and Development District,  and the County 
Assessor=s Office should be involved in this effort. Grand 
County has already received grant funding to study the 
feasibility of local fruit processing. Utah=s Farmland 
Assessment Act (U.C.A. 59-2-502, et seq.) provides for 
agricultural land to be assessed at its value in use, rather 
than at its speculative value. 
 
B. The Grand County Planning Commission and other agencies, 
including local irrigation companies, will inventory the 
county=s agricultural lands and water rights. 
 
The current land use map on page 8 shows the general extent of 
irrigated lands in Spanish Valley, but a more precise 
inventory that is tied to the County Assessor=s records is 
needed.  
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C. The Grand County Planning Commission will add a rural 
residential zoning district to the Grand County Development 
Code. This amendment will provide for low density housing, 
while preserving agricultural lands. The planning commission 
will also: 
 
∃ study the possible use of transferable development 
rights to protect agricultural lands, and  
 
∃ discuss revising the development code to encourage the 
use of conservation easements in planned unit 
developments.  

 
For more on possible changes in the Grand County Development 
Code, see Policy Statement 11. 
 
D. Interested citizens will establish and generate support for 
a local land trust that can acquire conservation easements and 
promote the transfer of development rights to preserve 
agricultural lands.  
 
The Sensitive Lands policy statement also calls for creation 
of a local land trust. See Action 5.D. 
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7 - BUILD A STRONG ECONOMY 
 
GRAND COUNTY ADOPTS THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACTION PLAN FOR MOAB 
AND GRAND COUNTY. 
 
The Economic Development Action Plan can be summarized by its 
mission statement: To build a strong community through a broad-
based, environmentally sensitive economy. This mission statement 
provides the basis for three objectives, which effectively address 
all of the concerns about the economy raised at the From Action To 
Dialogue Workshop. 
 

∃ The first objective of the action plan is to encourage a 
diversified year-round economy by supporting environmentally-
responsible industry that provides higher paying jobs, and by 
creating opportunities for small business development. 
 
∃ The second objective is to provide sufficient infrastructure 
and coordinate infrastructure needs with development. 
 
∃ The action plan=s final objective is to recognize the 
importance of Grand County=s quality community life and scenic 
assets in promoting economic development, and to protect and 
enhance these values and resources. 

 
These objectives lead to a series of suggested actions, including 
several of the implementation actions adopted in this general plan, 
including 6.A. and 8.A.  
 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN GRAND COUNTY SHOULD BE GUIDED BY CONCERNS 
FOR EQUITY -- MAKING SURE THAT BENEFITS TO THE ENTIRE COMMUNITY ARE 
MAXIMIZED -- PROTECTING THE NATURAL ASSETS THAT FORM THE BASIS FOR 
THE LOCAL ECONOMY, GOOD DESIGN, AND DIVERSIFICATION. 
 
implementation actions 
 

The implementation actions for this policy statement are the 
Αaction steps≅ listed in the Economic Development Action Plan. 
Those steps include adoption of this plan and the current 
capital facilities planning effort. They also include recently 
funded feasibility studies of a local fruit processing 
facility (see 6.A. in this plan) and an interpretive park 
north of Moab, where fossils of the early Cretaceous dinosaur, 
Utahraptor, were first found. 
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8 - PROVIDE ADEQUATE, AFFORDABLE PUBLIC FACILITIES 
 
GRAND COUNTY AND OTHER LOCAL SERVICE PROVIDERS WILL PLAN TO PROVIDE 
THE FACILITIES AND SERVICES NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE THE PROJECTED 
GROWTH IN POPULATION AND VISITATION. 
 
THE COSTS OF PROVIDING INFRASTRUCTURE FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT SHOULD, 
TO THE EXTENT POSSIBLE, BE BORNE BY THOSE WHO BENEFIT: THE 
DEVELOPERS, OWNERS, AND OCCUPANTS OF THE PROJECT.   
 
GRAND COUNTY, THE CITY OF MOAB, AND OTHER AGENCIES SHOULD ANALYZE 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTAL STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION TO DETERMINE THE MOST 
EFFICIENT ALLOCATION OF RESPONSIBILITIES AND COSTS, AND IDENTIFY 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE CONSOLIDATION OF SERVICES. 
 
Appendix C briefly describes the major facilities and services 
provided to the people of the unincorporated areas of Grand County. 
The proposed internal study of local government structure parallels 
the citizens= study called for by Action 4.G. 
 
implementation actions 
 

A. Grand County, the City of Moab, and other local service 
providers have begun a capital facilities planning process 
that should be complete in June 1996. The capital facilities 
plan will consist of an expanded public facilities inventory, 
level of service standards (which will become part of this 
general plan), an analysis of the fiscal impacts of projected 
growth, and a capital improvements program, including 
recommendations on how to equitably finance planned 
improvements. 
 
The capital facilities planning effort will be based on the 
official population projections, the best available 
projections of tourism, and limitations like the carrying 
capacity of the water supply. The impact of facilities 
financing methods on the affordability of homes will also be 
considered. 
 
B. The Grand County-Spanish Valley Transportation Study is 
adopted as part of this plan. Its recommendations for road 
improvements will be used in the community-wide facilities 
planning effort. Its recommendations for access management are 
reflected in the Zoning Amendment Guidelines of Policy 11 and 
should be added to the Grand County Development Code.  
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C. Grand County should participate in Utah Department of 
Transportation planning efforts, including any study of a 
potential truck by-pass around Moab. 
 
D. Grand County should ask the Bureau of Land Management and 
Utah Trust Lands Administration to petition to annex any 
public lands that may be made available for exchange or sale 
into the Moab Valley Fire Protection District.  
 
Public lands that could ultimately be developed, but are not 
in the Moab Valley Fire Protection District include the NE 1/4 
NE 1/4 and NW 1/4 NE 1/4 of Section 28, T. 26 S., R. 21 E., 
which the Grand Resource Area Resource Management Plan 
identifies as available for exchange or sale, and the state 
parcels near the Sand Flats Road. 
 
E. The Grand County Planning Commission will require the 
developers of remote subdivisions to address wildfire hazards. 
 
No local fire departments serve the remote La Sal foothills, 
but continuing development in those areas is putting more and 
more structures -- and their occupants -- in wildfire hazard 
areas. Grand County and the State of Utah do fund a wildfire 
control effort every summer, but it provides only incidental 
protection to structures. 
 
F. Grand County should continue its initial efforts -- which 
consist of floodplain mapping along Pack Creek -- to better 
manage surface runoff. This must include a basin study and 
amendments to the development code, which now has only the 
rudimentary standards for on-site stormwater management found 
at ∍5.7 of the subdivision ordinance. 
 
Proper management of surface runoff includes protecting 
riparian corridors, as called for 5.A. 



 
Grand County General Plan 49 

9 - SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOUSING EFFORTS 
 
GRAND COUNTY WILL SUPPORT EFFORTS TO CREATE AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR 
ITS RESIDENTS, WITH FIRST PRIORITY BEING GIVEN TO THE CREATION OF 
AFFORDABLE OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING. 
 
THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING WORKING GROUP WILL, WITH SUPPORT FROM THE 
COUNTY, THE CITY OF MOAB, AND OTHER AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS, 
LIKE HABITAT FOR HUMANITY: 

 
Θ INVESTIGATE PRIVATE SECTOR FINANCING OPTIONS FOR THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING; 
 
Θ IDENTIFY APPROPRIATE SITES AND ANY ZONING CHANGES NEEDED TO 
ACCOMMODATE THE CONSTRUCTION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING; AND 
 
Θ STUDY WAYS IN WHICH EMPLOYERS COULD PROVIDE HOUSING FOR 
THEIR EMPLOYEES OR CONTRIBUTE TO AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND.   

 
Grand County residents strongly value the diversity of their 
community, and fear that it will be lost if affordable housing is 
not available. A recent study concluded that the community needs at 
least 257 new or replacement units to serve permanent very low 
income households, and at 137 very low income units to house 
seasonal workers. 
 
implementing actions 
 

A. Grand County should identify and eliminate any barriers to 
affordable housing in its development code. It should also 
consider rezoning to permit higher densities where there is 
adequate infrastructure and using higher densities as an 
incentive for the construction of affordable housing.  
 
B. Grand County should continue to support the Grand County 
Housing Authority and private sector affordable housing 
projects.  
 
The county is currently in the process of donating a site for 
an elderly housing development adjacent to the Senior Citizen 
Center in Moab. 
 
C. The Affordable Housing Work Group must communicate the 
findings of the investigations outlined in the goal above to 
the public and local officials, including the Grand County 
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Planning Commission and Council. 
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10 - SUPPORT EDUCATION, FAMILIES, AND THE ARTS 
 
INTERESTED CITIZENS AND CIVIC ORGANIZATIONS WILL WORK TO SUPPORT 
COMMUNITY ARTISTS AND CULTURAL EVENTS IN GRAND COUNTY. CULTURAL 
EVENTS SHOULD BE USED TO ENCOURAGE A SENSE OF COMMUNITY. 
 
THE GRAND COUNTY SCHOOLS AND INTERESTED CITIZENS AND CIVIC 
ORGANIZATIONS WILL WORK TO PROVIDE INCREASED EDUCATIONAL, CULTURAL, 
AND CIVIC OPPORTUNITIES THAT WILL HELP YOUNG PEOPLE TO HELP THEM 
UNDERSTAND AND APPRECIATE THEIR ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY AND TO 
PREPARE THEM FOR ROLES AS COMMUNITY LEADERS.  
 
This education, families, and arts policy statement reflects a 
mixture of concerns about the quality of the community=s life, and 
especially about opportunities for young people. Participants in 
this working group believe that arts and cultural events can foster 
pride in the community and hope in individual lives. 
 
implementing actions 
 

A. Interested citizens and civic organizations will work with 
the Grand County School District to develop higher educational 
standards by updating the curriculum, redefining discipline 
standards, and encouraging increased opportunities for 
teachers. 
 
B. Interested citizens, service organizations (including the 
Arts Council, Chamber of Commerce, and Hotel and Restaurant 
Association) local government, and local businesses should 
encourage arts and cultural events in Grand County in order to 
enrich the quality of life and bring additional revenues to 
the community.  
 
C. Concerned citizens should work with state and local social 
services agencies to help establish prevention and 
intervention services that address drug abuse, alcoholism, 
teen pregnancy, day care, parent education, and recreational 
activities in the schools and in the community. 
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11 - USE REASONABLE LAND USE REGULATIONS  
TO ENSURE QUALITY DEVELOPMENT 

 
GRAND COUNTY AND OTHER SERVICE PROVIDERS SHOULD ENSURE THAT 
TOURISTS AND NEW RESIDENTS CONTRIBUTE FAIRLY TO THE COST OF 
FACILITIES AND SERVICES. ACHIEVING THIS GOAL MAY REQUIRE THAT 
IMPACT FEES BE USED TO HELP PAY FOR ADDITIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE. 
 
Equity in financing new facilities and services was the single most 
important issue identified at in the From Action to Dialogue drop-
in centers and workshop. It has also generated controversies in 
discussions of proposed developments and utilities rates. The 
research needed to document the fiscal impacts of new residential 
and resort developments in Grand County has not been performed, but 
a substantial literature suggests that the fiscal impacts of new 
low-density residential development are negative. The fiscal 
impacts of the tourism industry and the service workers it brings 
to a community are not well understood. The current facilities 
planning effort will provide some answers for Grand County.  
 
GRAND COUNTY WILL EXPLORE ALTERNATIVES TO ITS CURRENT DEVELOPMENT 
CODE TO PRODUCE A BETTER SYSTEM OF DEVELOPMENT REVIEW FOR THE 
PUBLIC AND DEVELOPERS.     
 
A community=s development code determines the quality of 
development its residents will live with for years. Several of the 
preceding policy statements -- Actions 8.E. and 8.F. are examples -
- have suggested improvements in Grand County=s current code. The 
other specific land use regulation issues raised at the March 11 
workshop and subsequent discussions of the planning commission and 
public are addressed in the implementation actions adopted here. 
 
implementation actions 
 
A. The current capital facilities planning effort will propose 
specific ways of implementing the first part of this goal. See also 
Policy 8.  
 
B. The Grand County Planning Commission will amend the Grand County 
Development Code to include performance standards for outdoor 
lighting. These standards will ensure that new development does not 
create a nuisance for neighboring homes. 

 
 

C. The Grand County Planning Commission will also consider: 
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∃ adding sign controls to the development code to 
discourage garish outdoor advertising, 
 
∃ any amendments needed to ensure that development 
complements the natural assets that are an important 
economic resource and the basis for many aspects of the 
local quality of life, and 
 
∃ any other amendments needed to implement this plan.  
 
Development code amendments will be required to implement 
5.A., 5.B., 6.C., 8.E., 8.F., and other actions. 

 
D. As required by Action 9.A., Grand County will create 
opportunities for the development of high-density housing (co-
housing, seasonal dormitories, etc.) by rezoning suitable 
sites for such uses and eliminating other regulatory barriers.  
 
E. Zoning map amendments will be guided by the factors listed 
on pages 43-47.  
 
The only guidance the current Grand County Development Code 
offers for zoning amendments is at ∍2-2-6 B., which states: 
ΑΨ this Code shall not be amended unless it can be shown that 
changed or changing conditions make the proposed amendment 
reasonably necessary to the promotion of the purposes of this 
Code.≅ These guidelines might also be applied to the county=s 
review of proposed planned unit developments. 
 
F. The development code revisions called for in this plan 
should be accompanied by an effort to ensure that permit 
application, review, and approval procedures are as clear and 
simple as possible. 
 
Streamlining the permit process might also involve working 
with state and federal agencies to provide a Αone-stop≅ permit 
procedure. 
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Grand County Zoning Map Amendment Guidelines 
 
I. Should the development be annexed to a city? 
 
A. The planning commission will not recommend zoning map amendments for sites 
designated Priority 1 for annexation by the City of Moab (see the map below) or 
placed in a similar status by Castle Valley or Green River. Development review 
should be conducted by the city either after, or as part of, annexation 
proceedings. 
 
B. The planning commission will ask the City of Moab to formally participate in 
the review of any zoning map amendments requested in the city=s Priority 2 and 3 
areas for annexation.  
 
  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Moab annexation area map 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
II. Determine the maximum density and intensity of use permitted in the proposed 
zoning district. Utah law does not authorize contract zoning (the case-by-case 
negotiation of conditions for zoning map amendments based on a binding site 
plan). This means that plans submitted by a developer are not relevant in 
evaluating proposed zoning map amendments. It would be possible, for example, for 
a developer to present plans for a kayak factory and secure a change to 
industrial zoning based on that possibility, but then sell the rezoned parcel to 
someone who needs the industrial zoning for a wrecking yard. 
 
III. Based on the maximum density and intensity of use permitted in the proposed 
zoning district, answer the following questions. 
 
infrastructure capacity to serve the potential development 
 
A. Is the proposed zoning map amendment consistent with the functional 
classification and capacity of the roads serving the site?  
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∃ A functional classification map of the roads and streets in Spanish 
Valley and Moab appears on page 44. 
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functional classification map appears here 
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∃ Higher density residential, commercial, and industrial uses should 
generally be accessible via an arterial or collector road.  
 
∃ The number of points of access to arterial and collector roads should be 
minimized by reliance on internal (within the development) circulation. 
 
∃ The Grand County-Spanish Valley Transportation Study should always be 
consulted during the review of a proposed amendment. Will any of the road 
improvements that document recommends be necessary to provide safe access 
to the site at the maximum permitted intensity of development? If so, how 
will development contribute to the costs of those improvements? 
 

B. Is the infrastructure in place to handle any acceleration of surface runoff 
and soil erosion that will result from the density of development permitted by 
the proposed zoning map amendment? 
 

∃ Developments that have a maximum impervious cover of less than 15% 
seldom create runoff and erosion problems, unless they are located on 
steep slopes. On slopes greater than 8%, impervious cover should be less 
than 10%. 

 
C. Can existing emergency services -- law enforcement, ambulance, and fire 
department -- reach the site in a reasonable time? What is >reasonable= may vary 
in different parts of the county. 
 

∃ All applications for zoning map amendments should be reviewed by the 
Grand County Sheriff=s Department and the appropriate fire department.  

 
D. Is central water service available? If central water service is not available, 
can a realistic source of water for individual homes or a new community system be 
identified? 
 

∃ Base this determination on a letter from the service provider stating 
that both access and capacity to serve the maximum permitted density are 
available, OR on geologic evidence and past experience, if any, with wells 
in the vicinity. 
 
∃ Higher density residential and most commercial and industrial uses 
should be located in areas where there is an adequate supply of water for 
fire fighting. 

 
E. Is central sewerage available? If central sewerage service is not available, 
what natural constraints will affect on-site sewage disposal? 
 

∃ Base this determination on a letter from the service provider stating 
that both access and capacity to serve the maximum permitted density are 
available.  

 
∃ Where central sewerage is not available, the maximum potential density 
of development permitted by the proposed amendment must be consistent with 
the site=s capacity to absorb and treat flows from on-site systems.  

 
F. Can electric power, gas, and telephone service be provided to the site of the 
proposed zoning map amendment? 
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∃ Base this determination on a letter from the service provider stating 
that both access and capacity to serve the maximum permitted density are 
available.  

 
G. Could children living at the site safely walk or bicycle one-half mile or less 
to an existing park? 
 
H. Would development at the maximum permitted intensity require additional school 
bus routes or busses? Would it require additional school facilities? 
 
site suitability for the potential development 
 
I. Is the site of the proposed zoning map amendment exposed to flooding, 
rockfall, wildfire, or other natural hazards? 
 

∃ The presence of natural hazards seldom precludes all development, but 
will affect the type of uses that are appropriate, and the density of 
development that can reasonably be allowed. 

 
J. Is the proposed zoning map amendment within the watershed or recharge area for 
an existing public water supply? 
 

∃ Any proposal for an amendment within a designated wellhead protection or 
recharge area should be reviewed by the water supplier. 

 
K. Will the presence of wetlands, riparian corridors, critical wildlife habitat, 
or visual resources (scenic views) affect development at the site of the proposed 
zoning map amendment? 
 

∃ Sensitive lands can be assets in many developments, but their presence 
will affect the type of uses and density of development that is 
appropriate.   
 
∃ Will development at the maximum permitted intensity affect natural 
functions -- flood attenuation, water quality protection, wildlife 
habitat, microclimatic relief, etc. -- of riparian areas?  See also III.B. 

 
L. Is the proposed zoning map amendment along the Colorado River? If so, is the 
type and intensity of use permitted by the amendment compatible with water 
quality, and the scenic and recreational attractions of the river corridor? 
 

∃ The scenic qualities of the river corridor are major economic assets, 
both for tourism and the film industry. 

 
the potential development=s compatibility with neighboring land uses 
 
M. If  the proposed zoning map amendment is located along U.S. Highway 191, is 
the type and intensity of use permitted by the amendment compatible with the 
scenic image the community wishes to project?  See Strategy 7 for the economic 
importance of the community=s image. 
 
 
N. Would the maximum density and intensity permitted by the proposed zoning map 
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amendment result in development that is compatible with existing or planned uses 
on neighboring lands, as measured by: lot size? lot coverage? building height? 
building bulk?  
O. Would the level of activity permitted by the proposed zoning map amendment be 
compatible with the level of activity that exists, or is planned, on neighboring 
lands?  
 

∃ Level of activity can be measured by projected traffic generation, 
projected noise generation, the projected area devoted to parking and 
other hard surfaces, the projected number and size of signs, the potential 
for the use of outdoor materials or waste storage, the potential for the 
use of hazardous materials, and similar factors. 

 
P. Would the proposed zoning map amendment result in a commercial or industrial 
uses having their principal access through a predominantly residential area? 
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12 - ADAPT THIS PLAN TO INCLUDE SPECIFIC  
POLICIES FOR AREAS OUTSIDE SPANISH VALLEY 

 
THIS PLAN SHOULD BE EXPANDED, AS NECESSARY TO INCLUDE SPECIFIC 
POLICIES FOR AREAS OUTSIDE SPANISH VALLEY. 
 
This general plan is based on a great deal of information about 
Spanish Valley, and the active participation of many of the 
valley=s residents in the planning process. Grand County does 
include other areas -- Colorado River corridor, the La Sal 
Mountains, Elgin, Thompson, Cisco, etc. -- for which additional 
information and specific policies (or modifications of policies 
presented here) may be needed. 
 
implementation action 
 
A. The Grand County Planning Commission will, upon adoption of this 
general plan, initiate a process that brings landowners and 
residents of different parts of the county together to review this 
plan and adapt it to the local landscape and issues. The commission 
has established the Colorado River corridor as its first priority 
for this task.  
 
Other priority areas for Αspecific≅ planning include the La Sal 
Mountains and the Highway 191 corridor.  
 

 
-- The Process Continues -- 

 
The policy statements of this general plan will guide the Grand 
County Planning Commission and Grand County Council in making 
public investment and land use decisions. The policies also provide 
an ambitious Αto-do≅ list for interested citizens and civic 
organizations. Implementation of the actions adopted here will help 
local officials and the people of the county sustain and enhance 
the local quality of life in many ways.  
 
As a tool for dealing with change, this plan must itself be 
dynamic. While you are reading this, someone in Grand County is 
talking about the issues addressed here, or working on one of the 
implementation actions. The ongoing community dialogue and 
experience gained in implementing this general plan will combine 
with the global trends that drive tourism, the minerals industry, 
and public lands policy to result in changing definitions of the 
issues. Perceptions of what should be done to address the issues 
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will also change. This plan should be reviewed and updated 
regularly (though not hastily!) to reflect the community=s needs. 
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Sources of Information 
 

Interviews 
 
Thanks to everyone interviewed for their time! Grand County 
Administrator Earl Sires and Mary Hofhine of the Grand County 
Building Department provided information and assistance on numerous 
occasions. Dr. Paul Zelus of Idaho State University supplied the 
basic socioeconomic data. 
 
Richard Averett, Grand County School District. October 25, 1995. 
 
Stan Baker, Utah Sovereign Lands and Forestry. October 18, 1995. 
 
Corky Brewer, Moab Valley Fire Protection District. July 11, 1995. 
See also the letter of February 21, 1995 from the Moab Valley Fire 
Protection District to the Grand County Planning Commission. 
 
Howard Burnett, Emery County Fire Protection District. October 13, 
1995. 
 
Chuck Davis, Allen Memorial Hospital Administrator. February 23, 
1995. 
 
Frank Fossey, Grand County Ambulance Association. August 9, 1995. 
 
Karen Lassen, Grand County Public Library. August 9, 1995. See also 
the letter of August 16, 1995 from Ms. Lassen to Lee Nellis, 
Consulting Planner. 
 
Mary Rittmann, Grand County Travel Council. July 12, 1995. 
 
Dale Pierson, Spanish Valley Water and Sewer District. January 17, 
1995. See also the letter of January 18, 1995 from Mr. Pierson to 
Lee Nellis, Consulting Planner.  
 
Jerry Shaw, District Ranger, Manti-La Sal National Forest. August 
9, 1995. 
 
Doug Squire, Grand County Sheriff=s Department. August 10, 1995. 
 
Floyd Stoughton, Castle Valley Fire Protection District. October 
13, 1995. 
 
Mary Von Koch, Bureau of Land Management. July 13, 1995.  
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Dave Warner, Grand County Road Department, July 11, 1995. 
 

Publications 
 
Armstrong Consultants, Inc. Airport Master Plan Study for 
Canyonlands Field. 1992. 
Dixie L. Barksdale, Annual Report and Data Update to the 
Southeastern Utah Economic Development District Overall Economic 
Development Plan. Southeastern Utah Association of Governments. 
July 1995. 
 
Paul J. Blanchard. Ground-Water Conditions in the Grand County 
Area, Utah, With Emphasis on the Mill Creek-Spanish Valley Area. 
Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water Rights 
(Technical Publication No. 100). 1990. 
 
Bureau of the Census. 1990 Census of Population and Housing Summary 
Population and Housing Characteristics: Utah. U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of the Census (1990 CPH-1-46). August 1991. 
 
Bureau of the Census. 1990 Census of Population and Housing Summary 
Social, Economic, and Housing Characteristics: Utah. U.S. 
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census (1990 CPH-5-46). May 
1992. 
 
Bureau of Land Management. Grand Resource Area Resource Management 
Plan. U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Land Management, Moab 
District. 1985. 
 
Scott Covertson. 1993 Annual Statistical Report Property Tax 
Division Utah State Tax Commission. Utah State Tax Commission, 
Property Tax Division. not dated. 
 
Merritt L. Dunn. Grand County-in the Midst of Another Boom. Utah 
Labor Market Report. 5(8)11: August 1995. Included as Appendix B. 
 
Governor=s Office of Planning and Budget. Rural Utah Tourism. April 
1992. 
 
Governor=s Office of Planning and Budget. State of Utah Economic 
and Demographic Projections 1994. September 1994. 
 
Grand County Council and Sonoran Institute. From Dialogue to 
Action--The Grand County Master Plan. 1995. 
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David T. Hansen. Soil Survey of Grand County, Utah, Central Part. 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service. 
September 1989. 
 
Horrocks Engineers. Grand County-Spanish Valley Transportation 
Study. November 1995. 
 
Horrocks Engineers. Spanish Valley Flood Plain Delineation. 
November 1995. 
 
Rosenthal, Robert and Bruce Parker. Moab City - Grand County 
Affordable Housing Needs Analysis: Phase I. November 1995. 
Sires, Earl. Memo to Grand County Council, Planning Commission, and 
Chairpersons of Master Plan Working Groups. April 2, 1995.  
Smuin, Rich & Marsing. Grand County Financial Statements for the 
Year Ended December 31, 1994 Together with Auditor=s Report. April 
1995. 
 
Southeastern Utah Association of Governments and David Wise. Grand 
County Master Plan. April 1988. 
 
C.T. Sumison. Geology and Water Resources of the Spanish Valley 
Area, Grand and San Juan Counties, Utah. Utah Department of Natural 
Resources, Division of Water Rights (Technical Publication No. 32). 
1971. 
 
Sunrise Engineering. Preliminary Engineer=s Report for Spanish 
Valley Water and Sewer District. 1994. 
 
Tahoma Companies, Inc. Class I Permit Application: Grand County 
Landfill. Grand County Solid Waste Management District. January 
1995. 
 
University of Utah, Center for Public Policy and Administration. 
Planning and Zoning Administration in Utah. Third Edition. 
University of Utah. 1994. 
 
Utah Children. 1994 Key Facts About Children in Utah, Children and 
Families at Risk: A Status Report of Our Children. 1994. 
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Utah Geological and Mineral Survey. Geology and Grand County. Utah 
Department of Natural Resources, Utah Geological and Mineral 
Survey. 1987. 
 
Utah Power - Pacific Power Community Services Department. Grand 
County Travel Council: Strategic Plan 1993. March 1993, Updated 
August 1993. 



 

 
Appendix A - Projection Summary 

 
Excerpt from State of Utah Economic and Demographic Projections 

1994 
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Excerpt from Utah Labor Market Report, August 1995 
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Appendix C - Grand County Public Facilities Inventory 
 
This appendix briefly inventories the principal public facilities serving the 
unincorporated portions of Grand County. It does not include facilities or 
services provided by the cities of Castle Valley, Green River, or Moab, unless 
those services are extended outside the city limits. More detailed information 
about the facilities listed here (and facilities provided by the City of Moab) 
will appear in the capital facilities plan called for by General Plan Strategy 
8.A. The capital facilities plan is currently scheduled for completion in June 
1996.   
 

General Government Offices - the Grand County Courthouse 
 
General government functions for Grand County -- administrator, assessor, 
building inspector, clerk,  etc. -- are housed in the courthouse in Moab. A major 
remodeling and expansion of this facility was completed in 1995. The original 
15,010 square foot courthouse was remodeled, 14,250 square feet were added for 
courts, and 12,785 square feet for the jail. The only office space gained was the 
remodeled basement now used by the Grand County Travel Council. The county may be 
able to meet some future space needs by remodeling the historic Star Hall, which 
is located immediately east of the courthouse, then converting the existing 
council meeting room to offices.  
 

Surface Transportation - Motor Vehicles and Pedestrians 
 
Grand County is linked with the rest of Utah and the nation by federal highways. 
I-70 crosses the county from east to west, connecting Grand Junction, CO with 
Salt Lake City via U.S. 6, and with I-15 and destinations to the southwest. U.S. 
Highway 191 runs from I-70 to Moab, then into San Juan County and points south. 
The recent increase in traffic on 191 is graphed on page 5 of the main text.  
 
State Highways. Utah state highways connect major activity centers within the 
county. Utah 313 carries visitors to Dead Horse State Park and the Island in the 
Sky unit of Canyonlands National Park. Utah 279 serves the potash mine west of 
Moab. Utah 128 serves ranches along the Colorado River and Castle Valley. State 
and federal highways are maintained by the Utah Department of Transportation. 
 
County Roads. Grand County maintains some 1,100 miles of roads serving the 
developing areas of Spanish Valley and the oil fields, ranches, and recreational 
areas of the rural portion of the county. The only immediate safety problems on 
county roads identified by County Road Supervisor Dave Warner are on Murphy Lane, 
which has a narrow surface for the volume of traffic it is carrying. Warner also 
noted that some roads are adversely affected by surface runoff problems, which 
are growing in severity as a result of development in Spanish Valley. The map on 
page C-2 shows areas that have been affected by flooding. 
 
Street Classification. A functional classification map of the roads and streets 
in Spanish Valley and Moab appears on page 46 of the main text. Arterials link 
Moab and Spanish Valley with other communities. Collectors link activity centers 
and neighborhoods within the community. The purpose of this functional 
classification is to help prioritize maintenance and improvements, and ensure 
that land use decisions are consistent with street capacity and the volume of 
traffic expected on adjoining streets, as required by the Zoning Map Amendment 
Guidelines. See the discussion of ΑAccess Management≅ in the Grand County-
Spanish Valley Transportation Study for more details.  
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surface hydrology map appears here 
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Transportation Needs. The Grand County-Spanish Valley Transportation Study 
completed by Horrocks Engineers in late 1995 makes several recommendations for 
road improvements in Spanish Valley. These recommendations are based on a 
detailed model of traffic flows and road and intersection capacities.  
 
Sidewalks and Trails. There are few sidewalks and no bicycle trails in the 
developing areas of Spanish Valley. The large numbers of bicyclists attracted to 
the area come into conflict with motor vehicle traffic in some places, including 
narrow, winding sections of Utah Highway 128. 
 

Air Transportation - Canyonlands Field 
 
Grand County is served by Canyonlands Field, a General Utility-Stage I airport 
located 20 miles north of Moab on U.S. 191 (see the map on page C-4). A 1992 
Airport Master Plan Study describes the existing facilities, including the 5,999 
foot runway. It also shows that there are no existing land uses or topographic 
features that conflict with airport operations. Air taxi and commuter airline 
enplanements grew at about 11% per year between 1987 and 1990, and the master 
plan study (which is based on very conservative population projections) forecasts 
15,400 total enplanements and 26,000 total airport operations by the year 2011. 
The master plan study calls for over $5.1 million in improvements to accommodate 
this projected tripling of demand. Construction of a new sewage treatment system 
for Canyonlands Field was completed in 1995. A 100-foot runway expansion and 
related improvements is expected to be in place by 1998. 
 

Stormwater Management - An Emerging Issue 
 
The aridity of a desert landscape like Spanish Valley can lead people to believe 
that surface runoff from rainstorms (and the occasional snowmelt) is a minor 
problem. This is a misperception. The scarcity of vegetation and abundance of 
rock at or near the surface result in rapid runoff and surface flooding, both of 
which are aggravated by the increase in impervious surfaces (rooftops, driveways, 
streets, etc.) and direct runoff channels (along streets) that come with 
urbanization. Grand County=s subdivision regulations (see ∍5.7) address drainage, 
but there is no stormwater management plan for the developing areas of Spanish 
Valley.  
 

Solid Waste Disposal - the Klondike Flats Landfill 
 
Grand County is not involved in solid waste collection, which is provided by a 
private contractor. The Grand County Solid Waste Special Services District, the 
governing board of which is appointed by the county council, is responsible for 
providing a solid waste disposal site. The district plans to construct a new 
landfill on the Klondike Flats north of Moab (near Canyonlands Field) in 1996. 
The existing landfill on the Sand Flats Road east of Moab will continue in use as 
a site for disposal of inert materials, like construction rubble. 
 

Law Enforcement - the Grand County Sheriff=s Department 
 
The Grand County Sheriff=s Department enforces the law in the unincorporated 
areas of Grand County. The department includes 15 officers (the sheriff plus 14 
deputies); five dispatchers, who operate the 911 system for all local public 
safety agencies; and two secretaries, one of whom is a part-time employee. Five 
deputies are assigned to the jail, two serve as investigators, and five are 
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assigned to road patrol. The department is equipped with nine vehicles, most of 
which are four-wheel drive. Vehicles are replaced as funding allows. The 
department=s office space is cramped, but workable for the present number of 
employees. 
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public facilities map appears here 
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Case Load. The Grand County Sheriff=s Department handled some 11,000 incidents 
and more than 700 actual criminal cases in 1994. The number of incidents has been 
growing at a rate of six-eight percent per year -- faster than the rate of 
population growth -- and the department is among the top three in Utah in the 
number of crimes per deputy. Crimes against property are most common. Chief 
Deputy Doug Squire estimates that 60% of the department=s case load is generated 
by residents and 40% by tourists and other transients.  
 
Detention. The jail located at the Grand County Courthouse can accommodate 44 
inmates in three cell blocks. Current average occupancy is 25-30, 10-15 of whom 
are prisoners held for the state. The jail is an adult facility. There is 
currently no place to detain juveniles in Grand County, necessitating frequent 
trips to a facility in Blanding, 78 miles south of Moab. 
 
Cooperation. Sheriff=s deputies have back-up, as needed, from the Utah Highway 
Patrol, which stations four officers in Moab, and the Moab Police Department. The 
Grand County Sheriff=s Department also cooperates with neighboring jurisdictions: 
Emery County handles initial calls in the Green River (Elgin) area of Grand 
County, while Grand County handles initial calls in the San Juan County portion 
of Spanish Valley. 
 

Emergency Medical Services - Search and Rescue 
 
Emergency Medical Services. The Grand County Ambulance Association provides 
emergency medical services in most of Grand and the northern part of San Juan 
County. Ambulance services from Green River and Fruita, CO cover some portions of 
northern Grand County. The association currently has 30 active members, virtually 
all of whom are certified as Intermediate-Level Emergency Medical Technicians. 
Three volunteers are on call for each 12 hour shift. They are dispatched via the 
sheriff=s department. Volunteers, who are paid on a call-out basis, responded to 
over 700 calls in 1994. The number of calls has been growing at a rate of about 
10% per year during the 1990s. Profits earned by the association help support 
Allen Memorial Hospital, where its ambulances are housed. The association has 
four ambulances, including one with four-wheel drive and an old reserve 
ambulance. Ambulances are replaced as funds permit. The association is currently 
trying to acquire a less-expensive vehicle suitable for patient transfers to 
replace the reserve unit. The association also eventually hopes to upgrade its 
services to include paramedics. 
 
Search and Rescue. The Grand County Sheriff=s Department is responsible for 
search and rescue services, which are presently performed by a 30-40 member 
volunteer search and rescue team. Dispatch and deputy support of search and 
rescue missions can be time-consuming. Persons requiring rescue are billed for 
the service, but the collection rate is only about 50%. 
 

Health Care - Allen Memorial Hospital  
 
Grand County has a shortage of health care professionals. There are currently 
three full-time and one part-time (retired) physicians and one nurse-midwife in 
Moab. The local populace and visitors generate demand enough for seven-eight 
physicians. This demand is served, in part, by supplemental emergency room 
physicians and a physician=s assistant, and primarily by people seeking care in 
other communities, including Grand Junction, CO and Price. A fourth physician is 
being recruited, but Allen Memorial Hospital Administrator Chuck Davis notes that 
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high taxes and poor housing values make it necessary to provide doctors coming to 
Moab with more than the customary support. Housing costs also affect the 
recruitment of hospital employees. 
 
Hospital. Allen Memorial Hospital (AMH) is owned by Grand County, which is 
currently negotiating with a private firm to manage the facility. AMH was 
designed for 38 beds, half of which have been converted to nursing care beds. AMH 
has had the severe financial difficulties common to small hospitals -- nearly 
closing in 1994 -- and more than one million dollars will be needed to bring it 
into compliance with current codes and standards. Some of that money will be 
provided by Grand County and it appears that the Utah Community Impact Board will 
make a major grant to AMH. AMH Administrator Davis estimates that county 
residents generate roughly 70% of the demand for hospital services and visitors 
about 30%. 
 

special district boundary map will appear here 
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which have been converted to nursing care beds. AMH has had the severe financial 
difficulties common to small hospitals -- nearly closing in 1994 -- and more than 
one million dollars will be needed to bring it into compliance with current codes 
and standards. Some of that money will be provided by Grand County and it appears 
that the Utah Community Impact Board will make a major grant to AMH. AMH 
Administrator Davis estimates that county residents generate roughly 70% of the 
demand for hospital services and visitors about 30%. 
 

Fire Protection - Fire Protection Districts 
 
Grand County is served by three fire protection districts. 
 

∃ The Moab Valley Fire Protection District (MVFPD) serves the City of Moab 
and the unincorporated portions of Spanish Valley outlined on the map on 
page C-6.  
 
∃ The Castle Valley Fire Protection District (CVFPD) serves the City of 
Castle Valley and some private lands north of Castleton and along the 
Colorado River. 
 
∃ The Emery County Fire Protection District responds to fires in the City 
of Green River, part of which is in Grand County, and in those portions of 
Grand County along the Green River and I-70. 

 
There is also a volunteer fire department in Thompson. There is no fire 
protection, except for the wildfire fighting activities of state and federal land 
management agencies, in the other rural areas of Grand County.  
 
Fire Fighters/Dispatch. The MVFPD has a full-time chief, a part-time assistant 
chief and maintenance person, a part-time secretary, and 40 volunteer fire 
fighters who receive token compensation for attending meetings. The CVFPD has 12 
volunteers. Fire fighters are dispatched through the 911 system operated by the 
sheriff=s department. The MVFPD responds to most calls within five minutes. The 
response of the CVFPD is limited by the fact that some volunteers work outside 
Castle Valley. None of the districts enforce fire codes, but the State of Utah 
requires code compliance for public buildings.   
 
Fire Stations/Apparatus. The MVFPD has two stations: one near the center of Moab 
and one near the golf course south of Moab. The Spanish Valley station  (see the 
map on page C-4 for the location of this facility) includes two dwellings, which 
helps guarantee a prompt response during evening hours. The MVFPD also owns a 
fire station site in the Beeman Subdivision. The MVFPD has five Class A engines, 
ranging in age from 1945 to 1993; a 3,000-gallon tender; and two pick-ups, one of 
which carries vehicle extrication equipment. The CVFPD has one Class A engine, 
two brush trucks, one tender, and another tender coming. The existing CVFPD 
station is an 1,800 square foot concrete block building that is not large enough 
to house all the district=s apparatus.  
 
Water Supply. Like most rural fire departments, those in Grand County rely on 
water carried aboard their engines and tenders for fire fighting outside city 
limits. The Spanish Valley Water and Sewer Improvement District=s system does 
provide limited fire fighting water supplies in some areas. The MVFPD has asked 
the Grand County Planning Commission to consider more stringent requirements for 
fire fighting water supply in new subdivisions.   
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Fire Protection Needs. The MVFPD has identified an immediate need for a third 
station farther south in Spanish Valley. The MVFPD already has almost enough 
apparatus to equip three stations: it would need to acquire another tender. The 
growth of the area and the need to maintain the best feasible fire insurance 
rating may compel the MVFPD to acquire a ladder truck. Chief Corky Brewer also 
noted a need for remodeling the Moab station to provide a meeting room and more 
bays. The CVFPD would like to acquire a large pumper-tender, build a substation 
in lower Castle Valley, and construct dry wells to provide a more reliable water 
supply. 
 
Wildfire Hazards. There is a wildfire hazard on some private lands in the La Sal 
Mountains and their foothills, including the second home development in Willow 
Basin. No fire department serves these areas, and wildfire suppression there is 
the responsibility of Grand County  (see U.C.A. 17-22-2(1)l). The State of Utah 
supplements the county=s efforts through a cooperative agreement that provides 
for the training and paying a fire warden during the fire season (June 1- October 
31) and providing equipment through the Federal Excess Property Program. 
 

Water and Sewer Utilities - the Spanish Valley Water and Sewer Improvement 
District 

 
The Spanish Valley Water and Sewer 
Improvement District (WSD) provides 
water and sewerage service in the 
unincorporated area south of Moab. The 
water and sewer district is part of a 
complex institutional arrangement that 
also includes the Grand County Special 
Service Water District and the Grand 
County Water Conservancy District. The 
special services district collects 
taxes and contracts with the water 
conservancy district, which provides 
it with well water in exchange for 
surface water stored in Ken=s Lake.  
 
Water Supply. The Spanish Valley water 
system is supplied by two wells 
capable of producing about 1,800 
gallons per minute from the sandstone 
aquifer that flows toward the valley 
from the foothills of the La Sals. 
These wells are privately owned, and 
used in exchange for irrigation water 
stored in Ken=s Lake. Well tests show 
minimal drawdown and quick recovery, 
and WSD Manager Dale Pierson estimates 
that the wells could produce up to 
four times the water now pumped. That 
would exceed the 650 acre-feet per 
year appropriated to the WSD, but the 
district owns other water rights that 
could be transferred to its wells. The 

WSD used 606 acre-feet of water in 
1994: 93% of its appropriation. 
Wellhead protection is provided by a 
lease of state lands that lie within a 
1,500 foot radius above the wells. It 
is also considered in the Zoning Map 
Amendment Guidelines adopted in this 
plan. The WSD has one million gallons 
of storage capacity. 
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water system map appears here 
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Water System. The extent of the WSD=s water system in 1995 is shown on the map on 
page C-9. There were 786 service connections at the end of 1994, 231 more than in 
1984. More than 60% of the new connections were made in 1992-1994, suggesting 
that the current growth rate in Spanish Valley is about 7% per year. 
 
Sewerage. The approximate extent of the WSD=s sewage collection system in 1995 is 
shown on the map on page C-11. There were 492 connections at the end 1994. Sewage 
treatment is provided by the City of Moab. The WSD=s collection system was at, or 
slightly beyond, capacity in 1995, but major improvements have been funded by the 
Utah Community Impact and Water Quality boards. The enlarged collection system 
will permit the WSD to extend service to areas that are not presently sewered and 
accommodate a 2.5% per year growth rate in Spanish Valley=s population through 
the year 2019. The City of Moab is upgrading its sewage treatment plant to 
accommodate the projected growth in flows, both from within the city and from the 
WSD. 
 

Education - the Grand County School District and Other Providers 
 
The library is the only educational institution supported by Grand County. 
Schools are provided by the Grand County School District, a separate taxing 
jurisdiction with its own elected board. Higher education is provided by Utah 
State University and the College of Eastern Utah. 
 
Public Library. The Grand County 
Public Library makes some 25,500 
volumes available to local readers in 
a 4,900 square foot building near the 
center of Moab. The number of volumes 
circulated each year is about 50,000. 
 
Grand County School District. The 
Grand County School District had a 
total enrollment of 1,625 in October 
1994, the highest since 1984. The 
district operates one elementary (K-3) 
school, one intermediate (4-6) school, 
one middle school (7-8), and one high 
school, all in Moab. Red Rocks 
Elementary is operating at about 75% 
of its capacity. Helen M. Knight 
Intermediate is operating at about 90% 
of its capacity. The current middle 
school building will be replaced and a 
new high school constructed as a 
result of a $9.7 million bond issue 
recently approved by the district=s 
voters.  
 
Higher Education. The College of 
Eastern Utah and Utah State University 
(USU) provide higher education 
opportunities for Grand County 
residents. The schools share offices 
in the Moab Higher Education Center, 
which also houses the USU Cooperative 

Extension Service office and seven 
classrooms.  
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sewerage system map appears here 
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Tourism Promotion - the Moab Information Center 
 
Grand County is actively involved in promoting tourism. The only functions on 
which it spends more are road maintenance and law enforcement.  
 
Grand County Travel Council. The travel council is a nine-member advisory board. 
Its staff, which has offices in the county courthouse, and activities are 
supported by the transient room tax (TRT - see the graph on page 6 in the main 
text for the trend in TRT collections). The council=s 1993 strategic plan begins 
with this mission statement: 
 

The Grand County Travel Council seeks to improve the local economy by promoting and 
supporting recreation, tourism, and conventions, in an environmentally-sensitive 
manner. 
 

That plan also establishes four objectives. 
 

#1 To develop and implement 
innovative, effective marketing 
programs. 
 
#2 To foster a cooperative, visitor-
friendly tourist community. 

#3 To provide cost-effective, quality 
administration. 
 
#4 To increase the level of local- and 
visitor-awareness of the importance of 
maintaining the quality of the 
environment, and encourage responsible 
visitor use. 

Moab Information Center. Grand County owns the Moab Information Center in 
downtown Moab. This visitor center is staffed by a cooperative effort of the 
travel council and the federal land management agencies. 
 

Outdoor Recreation - Parks - Fairgrounds - Museums 
 
Grand County residents have access to millions of acres of outdoor recreation on 
federal and state lands. Some of the principal recreation areas and sites are 
listed in Table C-1 and shown on the map on page C-4. 
 
County Parks. Grand County does not provide parks, although it does own a park on 
the Colorado River north of Moab, which is operated by the local Lions Club. The 
Grand County Recreation Special Service District owns and operates the 
fairgrounds and arena south of Moab. All other local public recreational 
facilities are provided by the City of Moab, including Old City Park, which is 
located in Spanish Valley, south of the city limits.  
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Table C-1 - Principal Outdoor Recreation Sites in Grand County 
 
 

area 
 

 
managed by Ψ 

 

 
activities available 

 

 
Arches National Park 

 

 
National Park Service 

 

 
sightseeing, hiking, 
picnicking, camping 

 
 

Canyonlands National Park 
 

 
National Park Service 

 

 
in San Juan County 

 
Deadhorse Point State Park 

 

 
State of Utah 

 

 
sightseeing, camping 

 
Oowah Lake Campground 

 
Manti-La Sal National 

Forest 
 

 
camping, small lake 

 
Sand Flats 

 

 
Community Sand Flats Team, 
Bureau of Land Management 

 

 
sightseeing, mountain 
biking, four-wheeling, 

camping 
 

 
Warner Campground 

 

 
Manti-La Sal National 

Forest 
 

 
camping, small lake 

 
City Park 

 

 
City of Moab 

 
~7 acre municipal park, 

includes pool and 
playground 

 
 

Old City Park 
 

City of Moab 
 

~9 acres developed, also 
includes ~10 acre 

watershed area and ~11 
acres undeveloped 

 
 

Mill Creek greenway 
 

City of Moab 
 

 
trails and small parks 

along Mill Creek 
 

 
Rotary Park 

 
City of Moab 

 
~3 acre municipal park 

 
 



 
Grand County General Plan - Appendix D-2 

Appendix D - Excerpts from the Utah Code 
 
17-27-301. General plan. 
 
(1)  In order to accomplish the purposes set forth in this chapter, each county 
shall prepare and adopt a comprehensive general plan for: 

(a) the present and future needs of the county; and 
(b) the growth and development of the land within the county or any part of 
the county, including uses of land for urbanization, trade, industry, 
residential, agricultural, and other purposes. 

(2) The plan may provide for: 
(a) health, general welfare, safety, energy conservation, transportation, 
prosperity, civic activities, aesthetics, and recreational, educational, and 
cultural opportunities; 
(b) the reduction of the waste of physical, financial, or human resources 
that result from either excessive congestion or excessive scattering of the 
population; 
(c) the efficient and economical use, conservation, and production of the 
supply of:  

(i) food and water, and  
(ii) drainage, sanitary, and other facilities and resources; 

(d) the use of energy conservation and solar and renewable energy resources; 
(e) the protection of urban development; and 
(f) the protection and promotion of air quality. 

(3) The county may determine the comprehensiveness, extent, and format of the 
general plan. 
 
17-27-302. Plan preparation.  
 
(1) (a) The planning commission shall make and recommend to the legislative body 
a proposed general plan for the area within the county. 

(b) (i) The plan may include planning for the incorporated areas if, in the 
planning commission=s judgement, they are related to the planning of the 
unincorporated territory or of the county as a whole. 

(ii) Elements of the county plan that address incorporated areas are not an 
official plan or part of a municipal plan for any municipality, unless it 
is adopted by the municipal planning commission and the governing body of 
that municipality. 

(2) The general plan, with the accompanying maps, plats, charts and descriptive 
and explanatory matter, shall show the planning commission=s recommendations for 
the development of the territory covered by the plan, and may include, among 
other things: 

(a) a land use element that: 
(i) designates the proposed general distribution and location and extent of 
uses of land for housing, business, industry, agriculture, recreation, 
education, public buildings and grounds, open space, and other categories 
of public and private uses of land as appropriate; and 
(ii) may include a statement of the standards of population density and 
building intensity recommended for the various land use categories covered 
by the plan; 

(b) a transportation and circulation element consisting of the general 
location and extend of existing and proposed freeways, arterial and collector 
streets, mass transit, and any other modes of transportation that are 
appropriate, all correlated with the land use element of the plan; 
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(c) an environmental element that addresses: 
(i) the protection, conservation, development, and use of natural 
resources, including the quality of air, forests, soils, rivers and other 
waters, harbors, fisheries, wildlife, minerals, and other natural 
resources; and 
(ii) the reclamation of land, flood control, prevention and control of the 
pollution of streams and other waters, regulation of the use of land on 
hillsides, stream channels and other environmentally sensitive areas, the 
prevention, control, and correction of the erosion of soils, protection of 
watersheds and wetlands, and the mapping of known geologic hazards; 

(d) a public services and facilities element showing general plans for 
sewage, waste disposal, drainage, local utilities, rights-of-way, easements, 
and facilities for them, police and fire protection, and other public 
services; 
(e) a rehabilitation, redevelopment, and conservation element consisting of 
plans and programs for: 

(i) historic preservation; and 
(ii) the elimination of blight and for redevelopment, including housing 
sites, business and industrial sites, and public building sites; 

(f) an economic element composed of appropriate studies and an economic 
development plan that may include review of county revenue and expenditures, 
revenue sources, identification of base and residentiary industry, primary 
and secondary market areas, employment, and retail sales activity; 
(g) recommendations for implementing the plan, including the use of zoning 
ordinances, subdivision ordinances, capital improvement plans, and other 
appropriate actions; and 
(h) any other elements that the county considers appropriate. 



 

Appendix E -Authorities for Federal Cooperation With Local 
Government 

 
-- A Partial List -- 

 
USC = United States Code, the federal laws. CFR = Code of Federal Regulations, 
administrative rules adopted to implement federal laws. 
 
All Federal Agencies 
 
31 USC 6505-6506 provide general authority for intergovernmental cooperation by 
all federal agencies.  31 USC 6506(c) states: 
 

To the extent possible, all national, regional, State, and local viewpoints shall 
be considered in planning development programs and projects of the United States 
Government or assisted by the Government. 

 
Bureau of Land Management 
 
43 USC 869 is the Recreation and Public Purposes Act, which provides for the sale 
or lease of federal land to local governments for specified purposes. 43 USC 
869(a) requires that a local plan and zoning be in place before more than 640 
acres is made available. The rules for implementation of the Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act are found at 43 CFR Part 2740. 
 
43 USC 1241 permits state weed control programs to operate on federal lands. 
 
43 USC 1712 Land Use Planning 
 

(c)(9) requires coordination with land use planning and management 
programs of state and local governments. It also requires the Secretary to 
be apprised of local plans, to assist in resolving inconsistencies between 
Federal and nonfederal plans, and to provide meaningful involvement of 
state and local officials. Corresponding regulations are found at 43 CFR 
1610.3-1 and 1610.3-2. These regulations impose specific requirements for 
determining the consistency of BLM plans with local plans. 
 
(f) Local government must receive notice of BLM planning activities. See 
the regulations cited above. 

 
43 USC 1713 states that state and local government are to be considered among 
potential purchasers of any federal land offered for sale. The corresponding 
regulation is found at 43 CFR 2710.0-6. 
 
43 USC 1714(c)(7-8) requires consultation with state and local government and 
analysis of impact of major withdrawals on local economies. See 43 USC 1716(a) 
for land exchanges. 
 
43 USC 1720 local officials must be notified before federal land is sold or 
otherwise conveyed, see also 43 USC 1721(c).  
 
43 USC 1733 provides for contracts and cooperation with local law enforcement 
agencies. The corresponding regulation is found at 43 CFR 9260.0-3. 
 
Fish and Wildlife Service - National Wildlife Refuges 



 

 
No specific authority for cooperation. 
Forest Service 
 
The Forest Service is given authority for practical cooperation with local 
government in several sections of the U.S. Code, including, 16 USC 551(a) and 
553.3. The corresponding regulation include 36 CFR 211.3 (cooperation in 
enforcement of state laws), 36 CFR 211.4 and 5 (cooperation in fire suppression) 
and 36 CFR 212.5 and 212.9 (cooperation road maintenance).  
 
National forest planning is conducted pursuant to 16 USC 1604. The corresponding 
regulations are found at 36 CFR 219 - Planning. 
 

219.1 includes coordination with local planning efforts as a goal of 
forest planning 
 
219.5 make coordination a responsibility of the ID team 
 
219.7 Coordination with other public planning efforts 
 

(a) says responsible line officer SHALL coordinate with local 
planning 
 
(c) requires responsible line officer to review local plan and 
display results in EIS 
 
(d) responsible line officer shall meet with local government at 
beginning of planning process 
 
(e) Forest Service shall seek input from local government, 
supplemented by (f) which requires monitoring impact on communities 

 
36 CFR 222.8 provides for cooperation in state weed control, estray law, etc. 
 
36 CFR 251.9 provides for the protection of municipal watersheds. 
 
36 CFR 254.20 provides for the acquisition of up to 640 acres for townsites, 
including additions to existing communities. Authority for this regulation is 
provided by 16 USC 478(a). 
 
General Services Administration 
 
40 USC 531-533 requires consistency with local planning in urban areas, see also 
40 USC 345, which provides for discount sale of federal property to local 
governments. The corresponding regulations are found at 41 CFR 101-19.1. 
 
Endangered Species Act 
 
16 USC 1531(c) requires cooperation with state and local governments to resolve 
water resource issues related to endangered species. 
 
16 USC 1533(b) states that decisions to list must consider state and local 
efforts to protect the species. 
16 USC 1533(b) requires a 90-day notice to the affected state and county before 
listing a species. The corresponding regulations are found at 50 CFR 424.16. 



 

 
National Environmental Policy Act 
 
42 USC 4332(c) requires that federal agencies account for the impacts of ΑΨ 
major Federal actions significantly affecting the human environment Ψ .≅  
 
40 CFR 1500, et seq. provides the Council on Environmental Quality=s basic rules 
for the implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Note that 
many Federal agencies also have specific rules for NEPA compliance.   
 
Wild and Scenic River Act 
 
USC 1274(d) requires preparation of comprehensive management plan for each 
segment, and cooperation with state and local governments in the preparation of 
those plans. 
 
USC 1277 limits acquisition of land owned by states and local governments, and 
limits acquisition of private land in incorporated cities where there is 
satisfactory zoning. 
USC 1281 encourages state and local governments to cooperate in administration of 
segments on which they own land. 
 
USC 1283 permits written cooperative agreements with state and local governments 
for the management of wild and scenic rivers. 

 


