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JURISDICTION
Jurisdiction of the United States District court was premised on 28 U.S.C. §1343,
42 U.S.C. §1983, and 42 U.S.C. §1988 and by virtue of the doctrine of pendent jurisdiction of
state law claims.
Jurisdiction of the Court of Appeals is conferred by the provisions of 28 U.S.C.
§1291.
Judgment was entered August 21, 1989. Notice of Appeal was filed September

15, 1989.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Plaintiffs/appellants are the owners of real estate holdings in an agricultural area
of Cedar Valley, Utah. Plaintiffs/appellants attempted to sell substantial parts of their farming
interests in tracts of 160 acres or larger by complying with the County ordinances enacted under
state legislation exempting sales of land for agricultural purposes from subdivision plat filing
requirements. Plaintiffs/appellants filed the restrictive covenants, limiting all of their land
holdings in Cedar Valley to agricultural use until compliance with County ordinances.
Defendant Utah County brought suit against Plaintiffs/appellants in state court asking for
injunctions and rescision of all contracts of sale entered into by plaintiffs with their buyers and
asking to have their contracts declared void and enjoining them from obtaining building permits
or selling of their lands.

Plaintiffs brought this action for injuunctive relief, and for violation of their civil
rights under §1983, by governmental action constituting defamation plus damaging their interests

in property guaranteed under the United States Constitution and applicable state law.



COURSE OF PROCEEDINGS

The trial court entered a stay of proceedings pending the litigation brought by
Utah County against the plaintiffs/appellants.

After Utah county had dismissed their state court proceeding against
plaintiffs/appellants, the U.S. District Court withdrew the stay of proceedings.

After a period of discovery, defendants filed a Motion for Summary Judgment on
all issues.

On September 7, 1988, the trial court granted summary judgment on all issues
except the defamation plus damage to an interest in property claim which was reserved for a
later time.

On July 25, 1989, the trial court granted the Defendant’s Motion for Summary
Judgment on all issues. Judgment dismissing all claims of the plaintiffs/appellants was granted

on August 21, 1989.

INTRODUCTION
In Appellants Appeal From An Order Dismissing All Claims Entered In The
United States District Court for the District of Utah, Central Division, dated September 18,
1990, Appellants herein essentially argued three points. In Point I, appellants argued that the
plaintiffs federal constitutional claims are sufficient as a matter of law to require factual
determinations by the jury. In Point II, the appellants argued that the trial court erred in

granting summary judgment on the defamation plus constitutional injury issue. In Point III,



appellants argued that the actions of Utah county constitute a "taking" under established law.
All three points are necessarily related, however, Points II and III are necessarily dependant
upon the constitutional support of the arguments set forth in Point I. The arguments set forth
below center on the deprivation of the Fitzgerald’s right to alienate their property interest.
Although Points II and III are not discussed, appellants herein incorporate any and all arguments
set forth in appellants’ Appeal From An Order Dismissing All Claims Entered In The United
States District Court for the District of Utah, Central Division.

In Parratt v. Taylor, 451 U.S. 527 (1981) the Supreme Court adopted a three

prong test for determining which deprivations occur without due process of law, therefore
establishing a violation of the 14th amendment. Violation of a procedural due process right
requires allegations that a person 1) acting under color of state law 2) deprived a party of a

protected property interest and that 3) the state procedures available for challenging the alleged

deprivation do not satisfy procedural due process requirements. Parratt v. Taylor, supra.
When an appeal from a summary judgment ruling is brought, the standard of

review is that it must be viewed in a light most favorable to the appellants Poller v. Columbia

Broadcasting System, Inc., 368 U.S. 464 (1962). This court must consider the factual

inferences tending to show triable issues in a light most favorable to the existence of such issues,

Redhouse v. Quality Ford Sales, Inc., (CA 10, Utah 1975).

Based upon the Parratt v. Taylor three prong test, appellants herein argued that

§17-27-27, UTAH CODE ANN., as amended, granted an entitlement to the plaintiffs to alienate

their property for commercial, manufacturing, industrial or agricultural purpose without



submitting a subdivision plat, without requiring approval, and without requiring the recording
of restrictive covenants. The Fitzgeralds further argued that, these additional requirements
created by the county were in contravention to the state statute requirements, and thus
unconstitutionally encroached upon the rights of the plaintiff to alienate their property.

With the use of the Parratt three prong test, and in the interest of clarity, the

Fitzgeralds maintain that a deprivation of their constitutional right to alienate their property
interest occurred. More importantly, however, the Fitzgeralds assert that the facts clearly
demonstrate that issues of fact remain in dispute, and that these disputed issues had not been

resolved by a trier of fact, thus necessitating further review.

ARGUMENT

POINT I
UTAH COUNTY ACTED UNDER COLOR OF STATE LAW
The fact that Utah County acted under color of state law remains uncontroverted.
In the Statement Of Facts in appellee’s Brief of Appellee’s, they admit that Utah County is a
political subdivision organized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the state of Utah
(Statement of the Facts, paragraph 3, page 2 attached hereto as Exhibit A and by reference made
a part hereof). Nevertheless, the acknowledgment of this uncontroverted fact is necessary in

order to demonstrate compliance with the Parratt v. Taylor, three prong test, supra.




POINT II

UTAH COUNTY DEPRIVED THE FITZGERALDS OF THEIR CONSTITUTIONALLY
PROTECTED RIGHT TO ALIENATE THEIR PROPERTY INTEREST

Initially, it must be noted that there are significant differences between zoning
ordinances and restrictions on the sale of land. Utah County has been able to persuade the trial
court into believing that this cause of action involves a dispute over zoning regulations. The
plaintiffs in this case do not challenge Utah County’s general zoning plan nor its right to enact
valid land-use ordinances. The plaintiffs herein, however, do challenge the county’s exercise
of authority in restricting the sale of land by prohibiting any sale of non-residential land without

obtaining county approval of the agricultural waiver. In Board of Regents v. Roth, 408 U.S.

564, 33 L.Ed. 2d 584, the court said:

This court has always made clear that the property interest
protected by procedural due process extends well beyond actual
ownership of real estate, chattels or money.

In Ritzholz v. City of Salt Lake, 3 Utah 2d 385, 284 P.2d 702 (1955) applicable

in the instant case, the Utah Supreme Court stated:

Clearly among the rights attendant upon ownership and enjoyment
of property are the rights to exchange, pledge, sell or otherwise
despose of it--rights which must be adequately protected (emphasis
added).

The court is also cited to Pride Oil Company v. Salt Lake County, 13 Utah 2d

183, 370 P.2d 355 (1962) and Redd v. Western Savings and Loan Co., 646 P.2d 761 (Utah

1982). These Utah cases clearly advance the concept that the property interest which are



protected under the constitution include a variety of property interest, such as those which
plaintiffs owned at the time of the actions for which they brought the suit at bar.

Without question, the Fitzgeralds had complied with all the ordinances and
statutory requirements and all reasonable requests of the county. (See Exhibit B attached hereto
and by reference made a part hereof.) The Fitzgeralds had signed, filed, and recorded
restrictive covenants on all the land to be sold on forms provided by Utah County restricting
all of the land to agricultural non-residential use. (See Exhibit C and C.1, attached hereto and
by reference made a part hereof). In effect, the Fitzgeralds recordation of restrictive covenants
in deeds of sale clearly gave notice to all of the world that the lands being sold were restricted
for agricultural use only.

By their own statement Utah County asserts that Utah County Ordinance §4-3-53
is "a reasonable method to enforce zoning decisions of the county and to notify buyers of
property that use of the land may be restricted. . ."

In an attempt to mislead the court, appellees further note that "discovery in this
case reveals that Fitzgeralds sold large tracts of land knowing that the buyers planned to further
divide the purchase for sale as residential property, not agricultural as it was zoned". The
validity of appellees argument here should be clear to the court, since the Fitzgeralds already
had restrictive covenants in place for the sale of land for ‘agricultural purposes’ only, it would
not have been possible for any subsequent purchasers of the land to use the land for a non-

agricultural purpose. Furthermore, the Fitzgeralds are able to substantiate the claim that



restrictive covenants were recorded, while, on the other hand, Utah County makes bald
assertions without proper documentary foundation.

In simple terms, the Fitzgeralds attempted to sell land with the restriction that the
land was to be used for agricultural purposes only. They were unable to do so by virtue of
Utah County Ordinance §4-3-52 and §4-3-53. Case law cited above clearly demonstrates that
the right to sell property is a constitutionally protected right. Therefore, the second prong of

the Parratt three prong test has been met. That is, the Utah county ordinances in question

deprived a party, the Fitzgeralds, of a protected property interest.

POINT III
WHETHER THE ALLEGEDLY AVAILABLE STATE PROCEDURE FOR
CHALLENGING UTAH COUNTY DEPRIVATIONS SATISFY
DUE PROCESS REQUIREMENTS REMAINS A DISPUTED FACT
A trier of fact has not resolved the issue of whether the Board of Adjustments has
authority to review decisions pertaining to subdividing approvals and agricultural waivers, sales,
or the required imposition of recording restrictive covenants. The Fitzgeralds take the position
that the Board of Adjustment does not have the authority to review such decisions. On the other
hand, appellees herein, simply dismiss this assertion by stating that appellants "allegation is
simply not tenable." The 1976 Revised Zoning Ordinance of Utah County §4-7-13, grants to

the board of Adjustment the following powers and duties:

The powers and duties of the Board of Adjustment shall be limited
to the following:



Based upon the above mentioned arguments, Fitzgeralds/Appellants ask the court
to rule that Utah County, acting under color of state law, deprived the Fitzgeralds of their
constitutionally protected right to alienate their property interest and that the state procedure
available for challenging this deprivation (review by the Board of Adjustment) did not satisfy
the procedural due process requirements of the United States Constitution.

The Fitzgeralds/Appellants further ask the court to rule that the trial court erred
in granting summary judgment without determining whether the Fitzgeralds/Appellants had the
means in which to exhaust any available state remedys.

%

Respectfully submitted this X day of January, 1991.

%%’/%

M. Dayle J effs
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I hereby certify that the original and 7 copies of Reply Brief of Appellants was
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date, January 8, 1991, addressed as follows:
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A. To hear and decide appeals concerning errors of interpretation reportedly
made by a zoning administrator.

B. To hear and decide appeals concerning the interpretation of the
zone map.

C. To hear and decide appeals from special exceptions specifically
authorized in this ordinance.

D. To hear and decide appeals for variances.

It must be remembered that, this dispute concerns the Fitzgeralds’ ability to sell
land. As stated earlier, the Fitzgeralds do not question Utah County’s ability or power to create
zoning ordinances. Indeed, having a restriction on the use of land for agricultural purposes
already recorded merely gives notice to subsequent purchasers of the land that the use of the
land in question shall be restricted. Thereafter, subsequent purchasers of the land can dispute
errors of interpretation reportedly made by a zoning administrator. Beyond the buyers inclusion
in the provisions of the zoning ordinance of Utah County, the ability to sell land is in and of
itself a separate issue, not subject to review by the Board of Adjustment.

Therefore, the Fitzgeralds merely acted in accordance with Utah Court decisions.
The Utah courts have ruled that exhaustion of administrative remedies is unnecessary when such
action would serve no useful purpose, be futile, or when it appears that the administrative body
or persons have acted in excess of their powers, or acted arbitrarily, capriciously, and in abuse

of their discretion. See Johnson v. Utah State Retirement Agency, 621 P.2d 1234 (1980);

Central Bank & Trust Company v.Brimhall, 497 P.2d 638 (Utah 1972); Walker Bank & Trust

v. Taylor, 390 P.2d 592 (Utah 1964).



On this issue, appellees have continuously mislead the court with regard to the
issue at hand. The issue in dispute is whether the Fitzgeralds are able to sell their land, not
whether or not the Fitzgeralds are using land in compliance with Utah County Zoning

ordinances. Appellees, in their brief, cite the court to Landmark L.and Co. of Oklahoma Inc.

v. Buchanen, 874 F.2d 717 (10 Cir. 1989) (page 14 of Brief of Appellees). In Landmark, the
dispute concerned whether or not a land developer was able to obtain a certain permit for a
particular use. Here again, Landmark differs from the issues in the instant case since the
question in Landmark concerns zoning disputes while in the case at hand the 42 U.S.C. §1983
claim concerns the deprivation of a constitutionally protected right to alienate ones property.
Since the Board of Adjustment’s power and authority is largely related to zoning
dispute issues, appellants herein were left without available administrative remedies. As such,

in accordance with Parratt v. Taylor, the state procedures for challenging the alleged deprivation

did not satisfy procedural due process requirements. The other cases cited by appellees,
regarding the availability of administrative remedies, involved cases in which the available Board
of Review was clearly authorized to review zoning disputes or cases in which the moving party
was merely dissatisfied with the results of the particular Board of Review decision. At a
minimum, the Fitzgeralds have established that the Board of Adjustment’s authority to review
this cause of action was at least doubtful. However, should the court decide that the Board of
Adjustments does have the authority to review the disputes herein, the Fitzgeralds should then
be allowed to seck review pending further disposition of this cause of action in lieu of the lower

court’s summary judgment rulings.



CONCLUSION

As noted earlier, in accordance with the holding in Parratt v. Taylor, a violation

of a due process right requires allegations that 1) a person acted under color of state law 2)
deprived a party of a protected property interest and that 3) the state procedures available for
challenging the alleged deprivation did not satisfy procedural due process requirements. With
respect to the first prong, both parties readily acknowledge that Utah County acted under color
of state law.

Arguments and case law set forth above clearly establish that the cause of action
herein concerns the ability of the Fitzgeralds to sell their land with the necessary "restricted for
agricultural use " covenants without the interference of Utah County. In other words, this cause
of action was never about land uses in restricted zone areas controlled by a county office. Utah
County deprived the Fitzgeralds of the constitutionally protected right to alienate their property
interest. Therefore, the sole remedy would necessarily require having Utah County adhere to
the due process requirements of the 14th amendment. Since Utan County deprived the

Fitzgeralds of a protected property interest, the second prong of the Parratt v. Taylor test has

been established. The final prong of the Parratt v. Taylor test concerns issues of vital

importance, none of which had been reviewed by a trier of fact. Whether the Board of
Adjustment is the proper venue for reviewing disputes of this nature, thus satisfying due process
requirements of the United States Constitution, is an issue which has not been addressed by a

trier of fact.
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County's enforcement of the ordinances constituted a taking of
property without just compensation and that the Fitzgeralds had
suffered defamation plus other constitutional injury.

Utah County moved for summary judgment on all claims. On
September 7, 1988, the District Court granted Summary Judgment on
all issues except the "defamation plus damage to an interest in
property" cause of action. The District Court ordered the
Fitzgeralds to submit additional briefing on this issue and also
ordered Utah County to submit a responsive memorandum. After
receipt of those supplemental memoranda, the District Court, on
July 25, 1989, granted Summary Judgment on the defamation plus
issue and Judgment dismissing all of appellants' claims was

entered on August 21, 1989.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

1. The Fitzgeralds had an ownership interest in approxi-
mately 27,000 acres of land in an area known as Cedar Valley,
Utah County, Utah. (Document 63 at 3).

2. The subject property is unincorporated. (Document 63
at 4).

3. Appellee Utah County is a political subdivision organ-
ized and existing under and by virtue of the laws of the State of

Utah. (Document 63 at 4).
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M. DAYLE JEFFS, #G1655
JEFFS AND JEFFS

Attorneys at Law, P.C.
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
90 North 100 East

P. O. Box 888

Provo, Utah 84603
Telephone: (801) 373-8848

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF UTAH
CENTRAL DIVISION

LELAND A. FITZGERALD and
HELEN S. FITZGERALD,

Plaintiffs, AFFIDAVIT OF

LELAND A. FITZGERALD
Vs.

UTAH COUNTY, JEFF MENDENHALL,

GORDON BUCKLEY ROSE,

IVA SNELL, and JOHN DOES Civil No. C-82-07369
1 through 10,

Defendants.
/
STATE OF UTAH )
1886
COUNTY OF UTAH )

LELAND A. FITZGERALD, being first duly sworn, deposes
and says:

1. 1 am a plaintiff in the above-captioned lawsuit.

2. I am presently and have most of my life been a
farmer and a cattle and sheep rancher.

3. My family has owned property and has run cattle
and sheep in Cedar Valley since pioneer times. 1 have per-
sonally herded sheep in Cedar Valley most of my life.

q. 1 have purchased and sold many ranching prop-

gkgyyy (%)



erties in Cedar Valley, mainly for the purpose of gaining more
property for myself.

S. In January of 1977, 1 became aware of and pur-
chased a ranch in Cedar Valley, comprising 12,900 acres, which
had belonged to the McKinney family and was then owned by
Richard McKinney and his two sisters, Helen Stassi and
Johnelle Yurka.

6. In 1978, 1, my children; my second cousin Walter
Fitzgerald and his wife Betty Fitzgerald: Noal Bateman and
his two sons Byron Bateman and Vaughn Bateman: my second
cousin Nephi Fitzgerald and his wife Leona Fitzgerald; my
third cousin Robert Fitzgerald and his wife Myrtle
Fitzgerald; Sterling W. Sill; Terrell H. Bell and his wife
Betty Ruth Bell; and Dan Stevens and his wife Janice Stevens,
combined to purchase the Monte Vista Ranch corporation, which
held a ranch consisting of somewhat over 9,000 acres of ground
in Cedar Valley.

7. In the developing of the Monte Vista Ranch, we
cleared off the weeds from a dust bowl, which had drifts of
dust higher than a man‘'s head. We also leveled the land and
placed approximately 600 acres under cultivation.

8. I had learned as early as 1952 that the land in
the east side of Cedar Valley was very productive agricultural
land if given water. In 1975, 1 learned that when a well was
drilled on the Monte Vista Ranch, it produced water as a "hot"

well with ground temperature of 87 degrees. The hot water



nature of the well seemed to make the ground even more produc-
tive when it was irrigated with the warm water. The Monte
Vista Ranch water seemed to be about the only source of irri-
gation water available for sale in Cedar Valley. The Monte
Vista Ranch property had both culinary and irrigation water
rights, and potential for development of more rights. For all
of my life while I herded sheep in Cedar Valley, I had desired
to obtain the Monte Vista Ranch and hoped to move into the
Valley to live.

9. In 1978, 1 was in the process of developing the
Monte Vista Ranch properties and preparing to build on the
Ranch so I could move there. At about that time, 1 was
approached by a number of other people, who joined with me to
study the possibilities of a joint effort to form a small
community for a better way of life. We wanted to raise our
children with a more wholesome environment and give them an
opportunity to work with the soil. We had a common desire to
develop an agricultural community.

10. I had put more than $1,000,000 into improvements
in the Cedar Valley project. The other people who had joined
with us for the purchase of the Monte Vista Ranch had also put
substantial monies 1into the purchase of their 1lands and
improvements, including an amount of at least half a million
dollars among them for the development of their own properties
obtained out of the purchase of the Monte Vista Ranch. Oour

improvements included three new high-capacity wells (two



gsixteen-inch wells and one eight-inch well) which have the
capacity of producing 20 second feet of water, or approxi-
mately 9,000 gallons, per minute, sufficient to irrigate over
1,500 acres of Cedar Valley farmland. Other improvements
included four water storage tanks, several miles of culinary
pipeline, the beginning of a community park, making and
graveling roads, and improving several hundred acres of dust
bowl-quality land by planting crops.

11. Two families, Walter and Betty Fitzgerald and
Nephi and Leona Fitzgerald, did build houses and move onto
their property in Cedar Valley. At the time that their houses
were built, we put in a culinary water system to those houses
from the well. At the time we put in the irrigation system to
the developed farmland, we put in pipe that would meet the
requirements for a culinary water system, which cost twice the
amount of an irrigation system, so that at some future time it
could be converted to a culinary distribution system.

12. We had two hearings before the Utah County
Planning Commission to determine what would be required in
order for us to proceed with our eventual plan to develop a
rural agricultural community. At the first Planning Commisg-
sion meeting, we were told that if we met their requirements
we could develop the area and go forward. These requirements
included agreements to provide fire engines, a voluntary fire
department, road crews for the maintenance of the roads and

numerous other requirements, all of which were agreed to. 1In



that meeting and later meetings, we negotiated with the County
and met all of their requirements, most of which went beyond
what County ordinances required.

13. After agreeing to all of the County's require-
ments, wWe were turned down and told that the proposed develop-
ment in Cedar Valley did not conform to the master plan, and
that there were plenty of building lots in other parts of the
County, and that the Commission would not approve our going
forward with any plans to develop the small portion of Cedar
Valley which we were endeavoring to develop as agricultural
units.

14. We applied for and asked for the rezoning of
1,480 acres to be rezoned into Rural Residential 5, to allow
for five-acre rural residential units which could be utilized
for a family to have their own agricultural unit where they
could raise all of the foodstuffs necessary for that family.

15. At the meeting with the County Planning Commis-
sion, T.H. Bell presented a map which showed the combined
ownership of a 1large amount of acreage in Cedar Valley.
perhaps as much as 50 square miles of land, to show that the
owners of virtually the entire east side of the Valley were a
part of our effort. We told the Planning Commission that we
only wanted to rezone a small part of the land

16. At a later meeting, the group applied to the
County Planning Commission for the area we were wanting to

develop., an amount of 1,480 acres for which we filed an



application to rezone to a BR5 zone. The County Planning
Commission recommended that the rezoning be denied.

17. A short time later, on our application, the Utah
County Commission approved rezoning of the 1480 acres to RRS.
Keith Richan was very upset because we went over his recom-
mendation and secured approval of the rezoning. He vowed
revenge. He said to me, in the public halls of the County
Building, "You will have to come back to us for further
approval, and we will see who's running things." He also
said, "“There'll never be any building 1in Cedar Valley."
Despite compliance with all of the requests of the Utah County
Planning staff and the Planning Commission, they refused to
allow us to go forward with any development of the land.

18. After that conversation with Keith Richan, I
received a telephone call from a man who identified himself as
a member of the Planning Commission. He informed me that
Keith Richan was hoping that I would come forward with some-
thing to develop my land in Cedar Valley, because he intended
to "shoot me down" on whatever I brought in.

19. Shortly after our meeting with the Utah County
Planning Commission on September 12, 1978, the Commission
approved minutes which recited that we had ‘“requested"
rezoning of 78 square miles of Cedar Valley, when in fact they
knew that we were only planning to request a small portion of
the land.

20. After Utah County had filed a lawsuit against me



and others, we demanded to see the minutes of the Utah County
Planning Commission, and were provided minutes approved by the
Planning Commission, which minutes recited that we had
requested rezoning of 78 square miles. We made demand upon
them to provide us with a transcript of the minutes of that
September 12, 1978 meeting, and were informed that there was
no transcript of that meeting.

21. At a later time, in a lawsuit in the United
States Bankruptcy Court, Utah County produced a transcript of
the minutes September 12, 1978, which showed that in fact no
request to rezone 78 square miles had ever been made, but only
a reference that the interested parties had 1interests in a
large acreage but that they would come back at a later meeting
and request a rezoning on only a small portion of the large
Cedar Valley acreage.

22. In fact, that is exactly what happened when we
made a formal request to rezone 1,480 acres.

23. From that point forward, Keith Richan, Gordon
Buckley Rose, Lynn W. Davis, Jeril Wilson, Jeff Mendenhall,
and Iva Snell made efforts to see to it that whatever we tried
to do to comply with the requests of Utah County were stale-
mated, stopped, and frustrated so that we could not legiti-
mately go forward in compliance with any of the County ordi-
nances, even though we were only trying to sell agricultural
units to people who could use them for their own purposes.

24. Before I started selling any of the farmland in



Cedar Valley., 1 went to the State of Utah to find out what was
necessary to comply with the Land Sales Practices Act. They
gave me papers to outline what was necessary to comply with
the Act, and that outline included a requirement to comply
with County zoning ordinances. As a result of that, I went to
the County to try to comply with the County's zoning ordi-
nances for the purpose of selling land only. and not sub-
dividing and putting in developed properties. My intent was
to sell agricultural 1land only in blocks and quantities of
sufficient size to meet the needs of my potential buyers.
When 1 approached Utah County to find out what 1 needed to do
to comply with the Land Sales Practices Act, the County kept
passing me from one person to another, none of whom would give
me the 1information needed. I just dropped the matter and
decided not to go forward.

25. Thereafter, 1 went back to the State and told
them that I was going to sell some agricultural tracts. They
informed me that they were not interested in matters
pertaining to the sale of agricultural tracts, and that that
was not covered by the Land Sales Practices Act because it was
specifically exempted from the requirements.

26. I entered into a contract to sell Boyd Corbett
and Keith Gurr several thousand acres of land 1in Cedar
Valley. Part of that was under a Uniform Real Estate Con-
tract, and part of it was on an Option to Purchase approxi-

mately 7,000 acres.



27. Corbett and Gurr came to me and indicated that
they were going to try to sell part of their 1land to
out-of-state buyers. They told me that they had to have an
agricultural waiver and recorded covenants restricting the use
of the land to agricultural purposes until a subdivision plat
was filed, so that they could sell their 1land to their
buyers. They requested I go with them to the County to obtain
approval. I went back to the County with Corbett and Gurr to
find out what we needed to do. We were given the application
for an agricultural waiver and the forms for recording the
restrictive covenants limiting the land to agricultural useage
until subdivision plats had been filed. Corbett and Gurr and
1 signed the restrictive covenants in the County offices.

28. Sometime 1later, the County Planning office
notified us that we would have to have Richard McKinney sign
the restrictive covenants 1limiting the property to agri-
cultural useage. I approached Mr. McKinney and he objected to
one of the paragraphs in the restrictive covenants provided to
us by Utah County. Eventually, Mr. McKinney and 1 were
referred to the Deputy County Attorney. Richard Dalebout. He
informed me that they would take out the objectionable
paragraphs and that it could then be processed and the
agricultural waiver issued. When we returned to the office,
Mr. McKinney wanted to discuss privately with me a matter, and
asked to renegotiate the contract under which I was purchasing

the McKinney properties, for a substantially larger price. 1



would not renegotiate the contract, and Mr. McKinney refused
to sign the agricultural waiver as a result.

29. Corbett and Gurr continued to press me to get
the agricultural waiver approved so that they could sell to
out-of-state buyers. In our efforts to get the approvals of
the County at a subsequent time, I, Corbett and Gurr submitted
restrictive covenants to the County on the County's forms
which had been notarized at Valley Title

30. We presented them to Iva Snell. 1 believe Buck
Rose was also present. They again insisted that 1 should
obtain the signature of Richard McKinney. since they knew that
he would not sign the restrictive covenants. 1 informed them
that 1 was the owner of the land and that they had my signa-
ture and those of Corbett and Gurr, who were the new buyers of
the 1land, and that we were going to record the restrictive
covenants. Iva Snell informed me that if I recorded the
restrictive covenants, the County would bring a lawsuit
against me because it would be illegal for me to do so.

31. I could not proceed further with the agri-
cultural waiver, because Richard McKinney would not sign the
restrictive covenants and the County would not accept them at
that time.

32. At a later time, Walter Fitzgerald came to me
with regard to some land that he had, some of which had been
purchased from Monte Vista Corporation. He requested that 1

go with him to place restrictive covenants on that land to



limit it to agricultural useage so that he might obtain a
waiver allowing his buyer. Prentiss Fitzgerald, to sell sonme
of that 1land. 1 told him that I thought it was a waste of
time because the County would not approve the agricultural
waiver. He told me that they had a new employee there that
would work with us, and he felt that he would be able to
secure his approval. The new employee, Nick Zulo, said that
he would work with us if we would get the signatures of as
many of the owners as we could. I went and obtained the
signatures of Sterling Sill, T.H. Bell, Walter Fitzgerald,
Nephi Fitzgerald, Kent Angel, Noal Bateman, and Jim Hillner.
We took the restrictive covenants to Nick Zulo. He said he
was surprised we could get everybody's signature, but that we
now had what was required and the waiver was approved. He
told me to go record the restrictive covenants with the Utah
County Recorder., and I did so. He told me that he would have
the building inspector sign the approval, and it would be
mailed to me. It was never mailed to me. After Walter Fitz-
gerald's purchaser, Prentiss Fitzgerald, had sold all of the
parcels over a ten-month period, 1 received a letter from Iva
Snell informing me that the application for agricultural
waiver had been denied, even though we had seen Nick Zulo sign
the approval and had been told that the waiver would be signed
by the building inspector and sent to us.

33. On another occasion, since 1 could not proceed

with an agricultural waiver on the property 1 had purchased



from McKinney, I decided to proceed with an agricultural
waiver on the property 1 had purchased from Jim DuPratt. 1
went in to get the restrictive covenants from Iva Snell. 1
called Mr. DuPratt, the titled owner from whom I was pur-
chasing, and he said he would be willing to s8ign the
restrictive covenants. Iva Snell told me that I could not
proceed on the DuPratt properties with an agricultural waiver
until 1 proceeded with the McKinney properties. 1 told her
that they were completely separate ranching properties and
that one should have no bearing on the other. Nevertheless,
she told me she would not approve a non-agricultural waiver on
the DuPratt 1land until 1 had McKinney's signature. She
refused to let me proceed.

34. As a result of that refusal, I decided 1 would
proceed on the Monte Vista Ranch properties. The title to the
ranch property was in the corporate name showing it as titled
owner, and the titled owner should sign the restrictive cove-
nants and the application for agricultural waiver. 1 went to
the Planning Office and was told by Iva Snell that I could not
proceed on Monte Vista Ranch because I had to have the
McKinney properties and the DuPratt properties approved
first. I told her that the ranch property belonged to the
corporation, that it was not mine, and that the County could
not require us to qualify the DuPratt and McKinney property as
a condition of proceeding on the Monte Vista Ranch

properties. She told me that in order to approve the Monte



Vvista Ranch properties, I would have to have the signature on
the restrictive covenants of the Cooperative Security Corpora-
tion, which had been the seller to the Ohran group, who then
formed Monte Vista Ranch. She also said she was going to
require that the former stockholders of the Monte Vista Ranch
sign the restrictive covenants. 1 argued with her that they
were only stockholders in the corporation and that the
corporation owned the land, but she refused to let me process
the application for nonagricultural waiver unless 1 secured
the signature of the former stockholders of the corporation as
well as the seller of the 1land, the Cooperative Security
Corporation. I went to the Ohran people, and they refused to
sign it, saying that they were not the owners of the 1land,
that it was owned by the corporation. Iva Snell sent me a
letter, telling me that they rejected the application of Monte
Vista Ranch, even though it was the titled owner of the land.

35. The 1individually named defendants launched a
series of newspaper articles 1in which they made veiled
references to unnamed persons characterized as “land
developers® in Cedar Valley «carrying out a multitude of
illegal transactions.

36. The articles referred to 374 "defendants" who
had allegedly violated County ordinances and the State Land
Sales Practices Act.

37. After the lawsuit was filed and when the deposi-

tion of Gordon Buckley Rose was taken, he was asked why the



LDS Church was included in their 1lawsuit. His answer was
“Because they own land in Cedar Valley." In fact, the LDS
Church had sold the 9,000 acres that became the Monte Vista
Ranch to a group comprised of Wallace Ohran, Howard Sherwood,
and five others, who formed that land into the Monte Vista
Ranch. That Ranch was later bought by my family and the group
set forth in Paragraph 6 above.

38. On deposition, Buckley Rose said he did not know
where the number of 374 had been obtained by the Daily
Herald. When the deposition of Dawn Tracy. the reporter from
the Daily Herald, was taken, she produced at that deposition a
list of persons which included buyers and sellers of land in
Cedar Valley, as well as owners of land in Cedar Valley who
had neither bought nor sold land for more than 50 years. The
designation at the top of that list was “374 Defendants"“.

39. At the time Utah County brought the 1lawsuit
against me and others, the request for suit was prepared by
Gordon Buckley Rose and signed by Jeff Mendenhall, and
approved by Keith Richan, Jeril Wilson, and the County
Commission, as indicated in their depositions. Buckley Rose
denied knowledge of the origin of the 1list of 374 defendants.
When it was revealed by the deposition of Dawn Tracy, the list
itself was shown to be in the handwriting of Buckley Rose. He
had placed the designation "374 Defendants" on that list.

40. At the time the request for suit against the

defendants was submitted to the Utah County Attorney's Office,



that list was attached to the request. At the time plaintiffs
requested Utah County to furnish us with copies of the
documents pertaining to the lawsuit, the request for 1litiga-
tion was provided., but the itemization of the 374 defendants
had been removed and was not produced until the deposition of
Dawn Tracy.

41. 1 was present when that 1list was produced by
Dawn Tracy. who testified that it was obtained from a former
employee of the Utah County Planning Department.

42. The admissions on deposition by Jeril Wilson and
Lynn Davis that they did not 1look at any of the 1individual
transactions before they filed the 1lawsuit against me
demonstrates that the combined efforts of Keith Richan, Lynn
Davis, Jeril Wilson, Jeff Mendenhall, Iva Snell, and Buckley
Rose were a conspiracy to destroy us without even verifying
the transactions reported by Buckley Rose.

43. Their naming of the LDS Church and other persons
in the lawsuit, who had not been involved in any sale of land
(except that the Church had made one sale of a ranch several
yvyears before to the Ohran-Sherwood group) demonstrates the
irresponsibility and falsity of the actions brought by Utah
County through these people to destroy me and others.

44. The references by the County Commissioners, Lynn
Davis, and the other Planning personnel to the "land scam" and
"illegal sales" of land in Cedar Valley., the alleged sale of

land to which the sellers could not deliver title, all was



calculated and in fact resulted in the complete destruction of
the potential market and value of my land in Cedar Valley.

45. The actions of the County not only destroyed the
market for future sales, but destroyed many sales of valid and
enforceable contracts by causing the buyers to refuse to go
forward with their contracts because of the representations of
the County that they were victims of a “land scam."

46. Keith Richan personally appeared on television
and badmouthed me. He used words like "land scam," "illegal
subdivision," etc.

47. At about the time that the County brought the
lawsuit in the state district court claiming that a 1large
number of 1illegal transactions had taken place 1in Cedar
Valley, Keith Richan had changed from chairman of the Planning
Commigssion to a member of the Utah County Commission. He
authorized Lynn Davis to file a 1lawsuit against me for
cockfighting and for building without a building permit.
Prior to the filing of that lawsuit, I became aware of the
potentiality for such a lawsuit. I had my attorney inform Mr.
Davis that the building about which they were concerned was on
property that did not belong to me and had not been mny
property since 1976, that 1 had no involvement with the
building or the property involved. Even though Gordon Buckley
Rose had done a title search on all of the property in Cedar
Valley. and knew by the records that he had obtained that that

property was the property of Ralph Fitz- gerald (not related



to me), Lynn Davis nevertheless filed the suit against me and
issued pictures and an article to the newspapers about the
cockfighting suit.

48. Jeril Wilson and Buckley Rose put together what
they claimed was an exhaustive investigation. 1In all of that,
they never found that I had violated any of the Land Sales
Practices Act or the ordinances of Utah County, that my sales
of agricultural 1land were wunder a recorded restrictive
covenant limiting them to agricultural use wuntil the sub-
sequent owner might file a necessary plat in the event it
should be developed. The lawsuit was brought against me
claiming that I was in violation of the Land Sales Practices
Act and the ordinances of Utah County. The County brought the
suit against me and other parties for simply buying and
selling land. At a later time, Utah County dismissed their
complaint against us in the State Court, a copy of which
dismissal is attached, even though we did not dismiss our
counterclaim against Utah County.

49. Robert Hall of the State Real Estate Division
informed us that Gordon Buckley Rose had come to the State and
made accusations against me and others of violation of the
Land Sales Practices Act, and violations of County ordinances,
and provided him with a list of the 374 alleged violators of
the statutes and ordinances, in an effort to get the State of
Utah to move against us and to drive us out of Cedar Valley.

50. The 1list of 374 alleged violators included land



buyers as well as sellers, and included people who had
inherited land from their families. They even attempted to
have the State bring action against people who had bought and
sold land many Yyears before certain ordinances were even in
effect.

S1. The 1individually named defendants targeted
virtually everyone in east Cedar Valley and branded us crooks,
illegal subdividers, and conmen. Their attitude was that if
you were involved in east Cedar Valley, you had to be bad.
This was all done after 1 had complied with all County laws
and ordinances and put more than 29,500 acres under
restrictive covenants to prevent the 1land from being used
except for agricultural purposes without compliance with State
and County ordinances, thus putting the entire world on notice
of the fact that I was only selling agricultural land for
agricultural purposes.

52. Contrary to the defendants' affidavits, all of
them encouraged selective and arbitrary enforcement of 2zoning
and planning statutes and ordinances. They refused to give
building permits, and when some persons did finally force them
into giving a building permit, they administered it in an
arbitrary manner. They put undue restrictions on permits and
occasionally cancelled permits without explanation.

53. The defendants conspired to refuse waivers
allowed by the ordinances. When waivers were issued, they put

undue restrictions on them, 1including requiring signatures



from people who had no interest in the property, such as
former owners, the wives of former owners, stockholders, and
even former stockholders of the Monte Vista Corporation.

54. On occasion, they refused to give a waiver for
one parcel of ground until I had complied with improper
restrictions on another parcel of ground.

5. Every time I tried to secure a waiver and met
one of their requirements, the defendants would add other
requirements to make compliance impossible. When I did
finally meet all requirements to acquire a waiver, they
refused to give me documentation of that waiver to file with
the State. They cancelled waivers by letters months after
granting them.

56. All of the defendants have made derogatory and
defamatory statements against me and against others; they
have discouraged potential buyers; they have promoted bad
feelings with the title companies handling Cedar Valley
properties, making it almost impossible to get title
insurance. When most title companies find out a buyer is from
Cedar Valley., they tell the buyer to go elsewhere. The defen-
dants, through their conspiracy, have made Cedar Valley a no
man's land.

57. During the course of the newspaper articles
coming out accusing those of us who were involved in 1land
sales in Cedar Valley of illegal acts, I received a telephone

call from Dawn Tracy the Daily Herald reporter. She told me



that she had evidence that the group had sold over 1,000 acres
of the 1,480 acres which had been rezoned to RRS. I told her
that so far as I knew, none of the acreage in the RRS had been
sold. She told me that she had just got off the telephone
with Nick Zulo, an employee of the County Planning Department,
who informed her that he had the documentary proof right in
front of him to show that in fact we had sold more than 1,000
acres.

$8. During the taking of Nick Zulo's deposition, he
denied having made any such statement. When Dawn Tracy's
deposition was taken, she testified that she had tape recorded
the telephone conversations between me and various employees
of the County. Those tape recordings were duplicated and
transcribed under the direction of Walter Fitzgerald, who
personally listened to the tapes and wrote out the
transcription. Those tapes show that in fact Utah County did
accuse us of having sold 1,000 acres in the rezoned area, when
in fact no sales had taken place in the RRS rezoned area since
it had been rezoned.

$9. In a suit brought against me at the encourage-
ment of Utah County by Briant Badger attempting to void a
contract by which Briant Badger had purchased 320 acres from
T.H. Bell, T.H. Bell cross-sued me on the basis that Badger
gsaid I could not deliver title. In Briant Badger's deposi-
tion, he said that Lynn Davis told him that we were selling

land which we didn't own and to which we could not deliver



title, and that our sales actions in Cedar Valley were
illegal.

60. Oon another occasion, Gordon Buckley Rose came
out to the ranch at Cedar Valley. In the presence of
employees working for the ranch, he accused me of being a
crook, an 1illegal subdivider, and called me a "big damn
liar."

DATED this 4§z¢//day of September., 1987.
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’ _‘,/Zf%x////«(/“ )/ S Fo /4
LELAND A. FITZGERALD

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 42 day of

September, 1987.
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RESTRTICTIVE COVENANT PRICTUDING THE RESIDENTIAL

OR OTHER NOM-AGKICULTURAL USE OFf TiF LLAND

TO THE PUBLIC:

I, the undersigned owner of recal propeity in Utah County,

State of Utah, whicu property i3 located as tollows: (legal description)

SEE EXHIRLIT "A"

have the intent to quality for the excmption from fi{linc an approved
subdivision plat, which exemption {4 provided for in scction 17-27-217
UCA 1953 as amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zoring
Ordinance of Utah County, Utah, for the division of agricultural land
for agricultural purposes. 1 hereby covenant that ncitier I, nor my
hei{rs, executors, administrators or assigns will ever allow resident-
ial or other non-agricultural usc of this land without properly obtain-
ing an approved subdivision plat as required Ly law.

This covenant shall run with the lsnd and shall be Linding
upon all pecrsons owning or leasing the aliove described reul property:
it shall not apply (') to those portions of the property contained
in a proper)y approved and recorded subd.vision plat: (2) thosc
portions of the property placed into an 'ncorporated city or town:
cr (3) upon repeal of the tequirements for such a covengnt under
section 4.-3-53 or its successor statute. Further, this covenant
shall hrreinafter be included in any deed cealing with the above
descrihed property, or portions thercof, in whole, or by reference
hereto.

Invalidation of any of these covcenant provisions by jaidg-
ment or cour order shall not affect any of the other ptovisions
whaich shall remain {n full force and effect.

If the owner or owners of the above described real prope. 7
or any pottion thereaf, or the owner(s)' aeir's or assigns shall vio-
late or attempt to violate ary of the covenants above set forth, Utah
County or any other person owning a portion thereof, may enjoin such
transfer, sale, or use by action for injunction brought fn any court
of equity jurisdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity.,
All costs ard all expenses of such proccedings shall Le taxed agairst
the offending party or parties and shall be declared ''y the court
to constitute a lien against the recsl estate wrongful.y deoded, sold,

leased, used, or conveyed until paid Such licn may be entorced 1n such

manner as the court may order.

Change or amendinent of these covenants may be cffected o.ly
1f such is in compliance with the¢ laws and ordinances of the Staute
of Utah and its policital subdivicions. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereto, must first be approved in writing by
the Utah County Buildinj Inspector before recording with the County
Recorder. &4ny c(hange or anendment without such app:oval 1s hereby
made null and void.

-
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v -
Commission expires ({((.; Y EPA DA

—e——— - ‘ )
[t N b
TS i e A /(>/ﬁ

R T /L—////— e
oA "‘-Q' ’( s Stgned__a X rerags o .72 /’ _/.45/44

o - § atc bf:‘ucah ) CO

o LU HEEE)
Q;qmy ,9f “{'tah ) .
Ar ﬁ"(" “*hn the. J> ] day £ .Z

7 & /'La-/,r
ITT/»rde' me_ Tl i e

z f
who duly acknowledged to me that he exccuted the same,

L

- .
PPN 1°_z__g_’é)_pvr<;onul'.y avreared

.u}ht’ s1gner of the above 1nstrunent,
e

Notary Public

Residing at:_/é r'f'»r[( ;L (T /
/ - -
Commission expires: (, (( J /9

n—.\‘\ n Y
. N /Ii’ : IR o f:‘
o, Siqned../.léldjsi_.../z_\z_s.xi tediede
K
, St?ta of Utah )
"o 1 ss

Gobnty " ot utah )
v' . On the N s’ -3 day oL_/_(LKQ“é’p .19 dpcr sonaily appeared

B'Ufl\rc‘ mvm, Lo 44‘&: ~ A e the signer of the above

instrument, who duly acknowledqQcd to me thut he cxecutoed the same,

/j;i/—, & LT,

Notary Public

) (. ’
Residing at: /((Kl-ﬂr_‘ L(‘/At
Commission expires: é‘((/( /J: /7’/2—
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. gt T
. ( B

. . .
‘."ﬂ'dLC‘Of Utah )
2 olunty of Utah j A
L '
“ on the __ dy o[VZ‘/CI’f/”__, 1a 8’_ porsanally appearced

‘-bplfgre me_ /g_/: c 7¢ gf e w//ﬂ‘e signer of thne above 1nstranent

uho duly acknow\odqud to W\hdt he executed the samce.

/J , \_// f)cx’.(/i.',x_«:.__-__..

Notary Pubtilae

Resfding at: ;({//A'/[ (,{‘/K/{
Commission expires: //{/ /- r/'”;f).
V

=
N ﬁiqnmf%-m/i.’i_ 3«;?

,;\ o) 411

P (“_‘ate of‘ Utah )

Lr‘[fb\lr\ty of lUtah )

.¢,.;- On the C«’.‘__ day of +7¢ ‘- 42 h:é‘/l‘)f) personally appeared
efor bx.forpf‘mc/(“ ( é 74 é;u‘,wth; signer of the above 1nstramert,

who duly acknowledged to me that he coxecuted thoe same.

Ss

o

{' - - ) .
/zz’::_:J_(___ .64'_:_:{(.(4:-‘_.
Notary Public

Residing at: /CO'{«;[A'—-:.-' //0/
7
Commission expires: ("ZC'(’G‘ /S P

Stgned e
State of Utah )
T sy
County of Utah )
on the day cf . 19 __poersaonully appueared
L fnre ne . the stgner of the above

instrument, who duly acknowledged to me that he cxecuted the same.

Notary Public E

kesiding at:

Commission expires:
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The SE'Y of WE'Y & NWYy of St of sSectron 3 fownsbap ¢ nauth
Rarge ' Weot, SLM (arca B0 acres).  Lots 5 ard 6 of St
6., Township 7 South, kRange 1 West, SEM (arca 79.41 acres!
ots 2.3 and 4 of Scction 6. townstap 7 South. Range |
west, SLM (areo 117,15 acres). Lot 2: SE'Y of NW'Q of
Section 7, Township 7 South, Range 1 West .o 3IM (arca 79,34
acres). Ny of NWa: Wy of EY: Sk of Sw, of Scction 7,
Township 7 South. Rangce 1 West, SIM ! arca 319,41 acres).
Sk SWY: NY% of NW!.: WY of NFY: SEY4: Section 18. Township 7
South, Range 1 West, SLBSM (arca 400 acres).  NW.: W, of
NEY: Lots 3 and 4, Saction 19 Towrship 7 South, Range 1
West SLM (arca 320 acres).

Commencing at center of Section 30, Township 7 South. Range
1 West, SILM Fast 80 rods: North 100 rods: West 160 rods:
South 100 rods: East 80 rods to beginning (arca 100 acres).
lots 1,2,3 and 4 also EY of SWlY of Section 30, Township

7 South, Range 1 West, SIM (arca 240 acres). Lots | and

2: also East Y} of NWY of Section 31, Township 7 South,
Range 1 West, SLM (area 160 acres). Sh of NWly of

SWY: Lots 3} and 4 of Section !, Township 7 South. Range

2 West, SIM (area 240 acres). S}y of SWY of Secction !
Township 7 South, Range 2 West, SLM (arca 89 acres).

NEY of Section 10, Township 7 South. Range 2 West, SIM
(area 160 acres). Ny of NWY of Section 11, Township ?
South, Range 2 woest, SIM (area 80 acres). Wh of NEjy

SY4 of NW!4 of Section 11, Township 7 South. Range 2 wWest,
SLM (area 160 acres). F4% of NEY of Section 1, Township
7 South, Range 2 West, SLM (area 80 acres). !, of
Section 11, Township 7 South, Rangc 2 West, SLM (arca
320 acres). NFY of Section 12, Township 7 South. Range
2 West, SLM (area 160 acres).

NW!i: SWY of Section 12, Township 7 South. Range 2 West.
SLM (area 320 acres). WY of SWY of Section 13. Towrship
7 South, Range 2 West, SIM (arca 80 acres). Fly of 8w,
of Section 13, Township 7 South, Range 2 West, SIM
(area. 80 acres). WY SEY, Section 13. Tovnstup 7 South,
Range 2 West. SIM (area 80 acres). NWYy cf Section 14,
Township 7 South, Range 2 West, SLM (area 160 acruos).

NEl and SY of Section 14, Township 7 South, Kange 2
West, SLM (area 480 acres). All of Section 15. Twonship
7 South, Range 2 West, SLM (area 640 acres). A!l of

FY4 of Section 16, Township 7 South, Range 2 West.

SIM (area 320 acres). Ek: SWY of Scction 21, Townsihip

7 South, Range 2 West, SLM (area480 acres). All of
Section 22, Township 7 South, Range 2 West, SIM

(area 640 acres). All of Section 21, Township 7

South, Range 2 West, SLM (area 640 acres).

W' of Section 24, Township 7 South, Range 2 wost. SLM
(area 320 acres). Ny of Section 25, Township 7 South,
Range 2 West, SLM (arca 120 acres). All of Scction 27
Townshlp 7 South, Range 2 West, SLM (urca 640 acres).
EY4: ¥4 of NWY of Section 28, Township 7 South., kange 2
wWost, SILM (area 400 acres). NEY of Section 33, Township
7 South, Range 2 West, SIM (area 16C acres). SEY of
Section 33, Township 7 South. Range 2 West. SIM (arca
16C acres). NWY of Section 13, Township 7 tduth, Ranqgce
2 vYest, SIM (area 160 acres). All of sect.ion 34, Township
7 Sauth, Range 2 West, SLM (area 640 acres). All of
Section 35, Township 7 South, Range 2 West, SLM (arca
640 acres). SWY of SWi of Secticn 36, Twonship 7 South,
Range-2 West, SLM (area 40 acres). Llots 3 and 4: South

Page 1
SEE EXHIBIT "A"
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Tegal tororaptaiorn foantinecd)

LY of MWy of Section 1, Township O South. arqe o weet
SLM (area 320 acres). All of Scction 2. Township &
South, Range 2 West, SLM (area 643.¢0 acres).  SwWi-
Lots 1.2,3 and 4: SEY% of "WY- SEY NEY cf Hect:on 3,
Township 8 iouth, Range 2 W «t, SIM (air~a 600 acres).
WY f Section 12, Township & South. kana 2 wWest. S
(area 160 acre:s).

The {outhcast 1/4 of Section 15: the Fast /2 ¢! the
Fast 1/2 of Section 21: the South 1/2 of Section 20+ and

Lthe torthwest 1/4 of Section 22. the wess 1/2 of tVc Northeast

1/¢+ «f Section 22: and the Southeast /4 of the Northeast

N

0f Scction 22, all in township 6 South., Ranoe [ vest, Zalt

La¥e Mcridian, cxcenting therefrom ail oirl. aqas. coal.
hydrocarbons arnd all other minerals.

Com. 5.7¢ chs S ot NE cor of SEYY of Sec 7. i 6 5. &«
SIM; & 12.75 chs: W 40 chs: N 12.79 chs: e 40 chs to begy
Arca 51 .cres.

The Southeast quarter of Sectior 12, township 7 South
Rarge 2 Jdest, falt Lake Basc ard Meraidian.

A1l of Section 15 and all of Section 22 and the East Half of the East

Half of Section 21 Township 6 South Range 2 West.

Page?2
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PARCEL 1: Commencing at the Southeast cornur of Sectioun 7,
Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Muridian; thence
North 21.50 chains; thence West 40 chains; theunce North
841.5 fcet; thence East 40 chains; thence North 25.7% chains;
thence West 80 chains; thente South 60 chains; thence Fast
80 chains to beginning.

PARCEL 2: Southeast quarter of the Southwest quarter of
Section 8, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Meridiaunm.

PARCEL 3: Northwest quarter; West half of the Southwest
quarter; Lots 2,3,6,7,8,9 of Scction 17, Touwnship 6 South,
Range 1 West, Salt Lake Meridian.

PARCEL 4: All of Section 18, Township 6 South, Range 1
West, Salt Lake Meridian.

PARCEL 5: Lots 4,9,10,11, Northwest quarter of Southwest
quarter of Section 20, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt
Lake Meridian. also Lots 2 and 3; Northwest quarter of
Northwest quarter of Section 20.

PARCEL 6: North 1/2 and the Southwest 1/4 ol Section 15,
Townshf{p 6 South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Mcridian.

PARCEL 7: The South half of Section 24, Township 6 South,
Range 2 West, Salt Lake Meridian.

PARCEL 8: ©Lots 2,3,4 and the East half of Southyest quacter,
Southeast quarter of Southwest quarter and Southwest quartec
of Northeast quarter of Section 28, Townslhip 6 South, Range
1 Vest, Salt Lake Meridian.

PARCEL 9: Lots 3,4 and 8, Section 29, Township 6 South,
Range 1 West, Salt Lake Meridian.

PARCEL 10: Southeast: quarter; East half of Southwest quarter;
Southeast quarter of Northwest quarter and Southwvest quarter
of Northeast quarter of Section 30, Towmship 6 South, Range

1 West, Salt Lake Meridian. Also Northeast quarter of
Northeast quarter of said Section 30.

'PARCEL 11: West 3/4 of Section 25, Towmship 6 South, Range
2 West, Salt Lake Mevxidian.

PARCEL 24: Northeast quarter of Section 35, Township 6
South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Meridian.

PARCEL 15: Ali of Section 36, Township 6 South, Ringe 2
West, Salt Lake Meridianm.

008
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PARCEL 16: Southuwest quatter of Northeast quartor, Southcast
quarter of Northuest quarter, Fast half of Southuent quarcter
of Secction 31, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake
Meridian; Also Lots 3 and 4; South hal{ of Southcast quarcter
and Northeast quarter of Southeast quarter, Northcast quarter
of Northwest quarter; North half of Northcast quacter and
Lots 1 and 2 of said Section 31.

PARCEL 17: Southeast quarter of Northuest quarter; Noitheast
quarter of Southwest quarter; Northwest quarter of Southeast
uarter; Southwest quarter of Northeast quarter of Secction
, Township 7 South, Range 1 West, Salt Lake Mcridian. Also
Lot 7 and Southwest quarter of Southcast quarter of said
Section 6.

PARCEL 18: Northecast quarter «{ Section 13, Township 7
South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Meridian.

PARCEL 19: West half of Southeast quarter; East half of
Southwest quarter of Section 19, Township 7 South, Range 1
West, Salt Lake Meridian.

PARCEL 20: Commencing 100 rods North of the center of

Saction 30, Township South, Range West, Salt Lake Meridian;
thence East 80 rods; thence North 60 rods; thence Uest 160
rods; thence South 60 rods; thence East 80 rods to beginning.

PARCEL 21: The Southcast Quarter of the Northeast Quarter;
the East half of the Southeast quarter of Scction 11, Town<hip
6 South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Base and Muridian.

PARCEL 22: All of Section 14, Township 6 South, Range 2
West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian.

PARCEL 23: The Southicast quartcr of the Northwest quatter;
the South half of the Northecast quarter; *“c Southuest
quarter, and the Southeast quarter of Scction 12, Township 6
South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Base and Merician.

PARCEL 24: All of Section 13, Township 6 South, Range 2
West, Salt “.ake Base and Meridian.

PARCEL 25: The North half of Section 24, Township 6 South,
Range 2 West, Salt Lake Basz and Meridian.

PARCEL 26: The lNorth half of the Northeast quarter of
Section 23, Township 6 South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Base
and Meridian.

PARCEL 27: The Northeast quarter of the Northe: t quarter
of Section 22; Township 6 South, Range 2 West, Salt lake
Base aand Meridian,

PAKCEL 28: The Northwest quartcr and the North half of the
Southw:st quarter and the Southwest quarrter of the Southwest
‘quarter of Section 19, Township 6 South, Range 1 West, Salt
Lake Base and Meridian.

Page 4
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The Lost hall; and the East half ot the West halt of Section @y, Tawnshi.o 7 South,
Ren g 2 Wes?, Salt Lake Base and heridian,

The Northeast quarter; and the West hal? < Scciicn 20, Township 7 South, Renge
2 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian.

The Southwest quarter; and the West half of the Northwest quarter of Section 28,
Township 7 South, Range 2 West, Sult Lake Basc and Meridion,

The North half; and ell of the South half that lics Last of tha County Road of
Section 29, Towns>ip 7 South, Renge 2 West, Sa't Lake Bace and Meridian,

The North hali of Section 30, Township 7 South, Rangs 2 West, ©i!t Loke Base
and Meridian,

The Northeast quarter; and all of the South half that lies East of the County Road
of Section 32, Township 7 South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian.

The Northwest Quearte:; and the North helf of the Southwest quarter of Section 22,
Township 8 South, Ronge 2 West, Solt Lake BRase and Mernidtarn,

The Southeast quarter of the Northeast quarter; and the Northeast quarter of the
Southeast quanter of Secticn 21, Township 8 Souwth, Range 2 West, Salt Leke Base
and Meridian.

That portion of tha Nosth half and the Southwest quarter that lics East of the County
County Road of Sextion 5, Townsiaip 8 Sou h, Range 2 West, Sa't Lake Base and
Meridian,

The Southcast quarter; and the Southwcest quarter of the Ncortheast quarter of
Section 1, Townshin 8 South, Range 3 West, Salt Lali: Bose and Mendian,

The Northeast quarter; ancd the North hall of the Suutheant quanter of Section 36,
Township 7 South, Range 3 West, Sall Lake Basae and Menidion,

The East half and the Northwast quarter ot Scction 31, Township 7 South, Range
2 West, Solt Lake Base and Mecridian,

All of Section 6, Township 8 South, Range 2 West, 3Salt Lake Base and Mertdien,

The Southhoif of Section 30, Tuwnship 7 South, Range & west, Salt Lake Ease
and Meridian.

All of the South half that !tes Wast of the County Road ot Scction 29, Township
7 South, Range 2 Waest, so!t Lake Basc and Muridiaon.

All of the South half that lies Wese of the Coun'y Road of Scction 32, Tovnehip
7 South, Range 2 Wes:, Jalt Lake llas2 and Moendion.,

All of the West half tl ot lius West of the Courly Road of Section S, Township
8 South, Range 2 Weut, Salt Lake Base and Meridian.,

Page S
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUDING THE PESINDENTIAL
OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USE OF THE LAND

70 THE PuaLlcC:

[, the undersigned owner of real preperty in Utan County.
ytate of Utah, which property {s located as follows: (leqal descriptiae,

Beyinning at a point which i{s South 2°25'23" kast 1168.39 feet
alung the section line (and North 292523 West 1168.39 feet
from the Southeast Cornet of said section) and North 87°49°it®
Weat alcng the sixteen line 317.90 feet from the East Quartcoy
Corner of Section 11, T.6 S.-R.2 W., Salt Lake Base & Meridian:
und running thence North 87°49'11" West 328.45 feet, thence
North 4°05' West 669.44 feet, thence South 87°East 325.68 feet,

thence South 4%22' East 665.13 feet to the point of beginning.
Containing 4.98 acres.

have the {ntent to qualify for the exemption from f{ling an approved
subdivision plat, which exemption {s provided for in section 17-27-27
U'CA 1953 as amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Jonine
Medinancs of Utah Czunty, Utth, 30 the Sivisiun of ayiniuieuras L
far acricultural purposes. | hereby covenant that neither [, nor o
heirs, cxecutors, adminfstrators or assigns will ever allow residest
ial or other non-aqricultural use of this land withcut proner.y o.tadn
1ng an approved subdiviston nlat as required by law.

This covenant shall run with the land and shali he 1 it ne
apon all persons owning or leasing the ahove described'real prnnes
it shall not apply (1) to those portiang cf the property cant:ine
in a properly approved and recorded subdivision plat; (2) thise
portions of the property placed fnto an incorporated city cor trwn
or (3) upon repeal of <he reauirements for such a covenan: ande:
section 4-3-53 or it successor statste. Further, this covenant®
chall hereinafter be {ncluded in any dced dealing with the ahour
described property, or portions thereof, in whole, or by 1eference
kereto

[.~;alidatfon of any of these covenan® provisions by Judg
ment ¢~ court order shall act affect any of the other prov coeg
which shall remais in full force and effect.

1f the owner or c¢wners of the above described rea’ properiy.,
or any portion thereof, or the owner(s)' hefr's or 2ssiqns shall vic-
late or attempt to violate any of the covenants above set forth, Utar
County or any cther person owning a portfon "Cherea?, may <njoin <uch
transfer, scle, or use by action for injunction brought in any court
of eauity jurisdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law ar equily
A1l costs and all expenses of such proceedings shall ba taxed rgai st
the cffending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
to constitute a lien against the real estate wrongfully deeded, so'a.
Jeased, used, or conveyed until pafd. Such lien may be enforced in
such manner as the court may order.
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Change or amendment of these covenants may be effected only
{f such {s {n complf{ance with the laws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and fts policital subdivisfons. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereto’, must- first be approved in writing by
the Uteh County Building Inspector before recording with the County
Recorder. Any change or amendment wi such 3approval iy h
made null and void. -7

Sign

State of calif
T oss

Countv of Calif

ThLe On the _L_ day of .{ZM [ZK_Y v 19 JI persomlly Appqarcd
hefore me jc'§§€ /AK’O)/[/MU':NI:Jthe signer of t

who duly iacknowledqed to me that he ex uted the same

&M//

Notary
Restding at: (4SS ERooxe Fra i : ~'-“‘ " el© e
“iaasass?
Conmission expires: /A/Ué’/_’_ﬂ//&" \\W
o Gl "/ 13l 51
Signed

State of Calit.)

V)’ County {f':é(ep-igv)

On the z-gﬂday of %. 19_&/ personally
. P
appeared before me Locy (e CprisTreX e~ , the signer of

the above irstrument, who duly acknowledged to me that he

executed the same.

A Oty

Notary PubXid 7

A ( 2 o .
Residing at: Qﬁuﬁ%ﬁ%&«—« OFFICIAL SEAL
M. JCFFARE
Commission expires: €,/ e "0""”"“);'5'5:'}’0““‘ o=
SAN DIECC COUNTY =3
Iyexmr tpwer JUN 6 198] =
’ w2
QO
~
<
=
B ~. . i)
/—7/7)r’0(/rf/ Ao To Fewnr o oeisss 2 &
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RESTRICTIVE COVEKANT PRECLUOING THE RESINENTL .
OR OTHER NOM-ALR(CULTUR®C USF OF THE LAND

w

~

—

.- 70 tHE PUBLIC:

1, the undersigned owner of rcal property in Ltah County
State of Utah, which properly {3 located as fcllows (lenal desci'pt on)

Zoglanine at a psint “hich 13 §,2925' 221"z, 115..39 i, alcre *he
secticn line (a=d 18 N,2923'23™¢, 1148,.39 f%, frcm “rs Sci ~casnt
Zorrer of «ald ecotion), f-cm the Taesl “uarier Jermer of “ecticn
1, 7.5 8.- 8.2 W,, S,L.2,c H.y and ruraine thence a'ire ‘-
i1ixteenth line N,97°49'11"Ww, 317,90 ft,, thence N, 4°02™,, €63 1
1., wnenze 5,373, 340,96 fi,, thence §.,2¥25'Z23" . £5:.03 fv.
*o th: P,C,0,

conzalning 4,63 acres

Suclect %o and tegether wWith a 27,50 ft, rFa.f- 1dth richr.~"_ 4
fcr a future rcad alene the North Tine c¢f tha azcve dr-crt 4
Troperty,

Save the intent to qualify for the excmption from f{ling an arp-oved
subdfvision plat, which exemption {s providec for {n secticn .7 27 )
UCA 1953 as amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised lon nq
Nrdinance of Utah County, Utah, for the division of agricultur, ad
for agricultural purposes, | hereby covenant that neither !, arr =
heirs, cxecutors, administrators or assigrs will ever adlow res _ect-
1a) or other non-aqricultural use of this land without proper'y A5tain-
ing an agproved subdivision pla. as required by ‘aw

“his covenant shall run with the Yand and shy'l “eo hird r
upon all pursons own'ng or leasing the above describe' raal nre~an:
1t shall not apply (1) to those portions of the gsroperty ¢ rth
1n & preperly approved and recorded subcivision plat (2) thase
portions %t the prope-ty placed .ntc an frcorporated cfty I3 t-u
or {3) Jpon repeal of the reaquirements for such a covenant uns
section 4-3-523 or {ts successor statute  Further, thi- Zoven
«hall heretnafter oe fncluded 1n any derd cealttrg with the dha s
described property, or portions thereof, 1n whale, or hy 1o ¢
bereto

invalidation of any of these cavenant provistons bty Ut
ment or court order shall not affect any of tre cther provis ¢
whech shal)l remain fn full forcc and effrct

1f the owner or owners of the abave descritec redr propcity
or any partian thereof, or the owner{s)' heir‘s or assigns ¢ha'l vin-
late or attempt to violate any of the covenants abeve sct forth Jtan
County or any other person owning a portion thereaf, myy cnjo n such
transfer, salc, or use by action for fajunction braught fn any court
of eaufty jurisdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity
A1 costs and al) expenses of such proceedings shall be taxed egainst
the offending party or parties and :hall be declarcd by the ~nurt
to constitute a lien against the real estate wrorgfully diecde., s2'd
levsed, used, ar conveyed until pafd. Such lien may be enforces 'r
s h mannsr as the court may order.

A’
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change or amendment of these zoverants miy be effectec only
{f such is {ir complfance with the laws and ordinauces of the State
of Utah ano fts policital subdivisions. This covenant, and any
changes or amundments hereto. must, first be ayproved {n writing by
the Utah Courty Buflding Infépector before recording with the County
Recorder. Any change or amendinent without such a7proval s here
made null and void,

State of Utah )
[ $
County af Utah )

On the )7 day of 5){{{/ . 19£/oersona]1y ippeared
before me 1&(&/’( /70 \/{Z’L(A_L[.f—(—; the signer of the adove {nstrunent,

wh: duly acknowledged to me that he executed the same.

Lok Ef s

' Notary Public
/ v
Residing at:es /ZJ( " ,/‘ f? i .
Conmmission expires: .. :2' / Q T{ )

APPRCVED AS TC FORM:

Butlding dpspector

RZ™ STETNN
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUDING THE RESIOEHT&AL
OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USE OF THE LAND

TC THE PUBLIC:

I, the undersigned cwner of rcal property in Utah County,

State of Utah, which property {s located as follows: (leqal description)
Peginning at a point which is South 2°25'23" East along the
section line 510.35 feet, and North 87°West 340,95 feet from
the East Quarter Corner of Section 11, T.6 S.-R.Z.N., Salt
Lake Basa & Meritian: and running thence North 87 West 325.68
feet, thence North 0°33' East 672.13 fmet, thence South 86°
East 322.67 feet, thence South 0°16' West 666.64 feet to the
point of beginning. Containing 4.98 acres.

Beginning at the East Quarter Corner of Sectiva 11, T.6 S.
-R.2 W., Salt Lake Base & Meridian: and running then-e South
2°25'23" East alona the section line 510.35 feet, thenc> North
87'West 340.96 feet, thence North 0°16' Sast 666.t4 feet,
thence South 86°Fast 322.66 feet to the gection line, therce
along the section line South 2°17'0i® Wert 152.70 feet to the
point of beginning. Containing 4.98 acres.

have the intent to qualify for the exemption from f{ling an approved
subdivision plat, which evemption {s provided for {n section 17-27-27
UCA 1953 as amended and sectfon 4 3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zoning
Ordinance of Utah County, Utal,, for the division of agricultural land
for agricultural purposes. | harey covenan® that neither I, nor my
heirs, cexecutors, administrators or assigns will ever allow resident-
ial or other non-aqricultural use of this land without properly obtair-
1ng an approved subdivision piat as reqired by law.

This covenant shall run with the land and shall Le binding
upon all persons awning or leasing the above described'real prcperty,
ft shall not apply (1) to those portions of the property contained
fn a properly approved and recorded subdfvision plat; (2) those
portions of the property placed into an {ncorporated city or town,
or (3) upon repeal of the requirements for such a covenant urder
section 4-3-53 or fts successor statute., Further, this covenant
shall herefnafter be {nrluded {n any deed dealing with the ahove

deeccrived property, or portions thereof, in whole, or by reference
hereto.

Invalidation of any of these covenant provisions by Jjudq
ment or cnurt order shall not affect any of the ¢ther prcvisions
which sha:l remain {n full force and effect.

1f the owner or owners of the above described real property,
or tay portion thereof, or the owner(s)' hefr's or assigns shall vio-
Tate or attempt to violate any of the covenants above set forth, Utah
Zounty or any other p2i1son owning a portion thereof, may enjoin such
transfer, sale, or use by action for injunction brought in &ny court
of equity jurfsdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity.
A1l costs and all experses of such proceedings shall be taxed against
the offending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
to constitute a lien against the real estate wrongfully deeded, sold,
leased, used, cr conveyed unt{l paid. Such llea may he enforced in
such manner as the court may order.
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Change or amendment of these covenants may be effccted only
if such fs in compl{ance with the laws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and fts polficital subdivisions. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereto ‘must first be approved { )u-(t{ng Ly
the Utah County Bu:ilding‘Inspector bafore recording witx t

County
Recoider. Any change or amen{indnt without su

chy
made 1ull-and void. -
. : WA T
Q\“""
\S—i ed .
State of \tah )
Covnty of Utah")
-On: th*‘j (' viof ()’d/)u : lgyﬁpersonany apneared

tefore me: le( ~£ é/aé/'%-‘ . the tigner of the above instrument,

whtio duly acknowledged-fo me:that he exacuted'the xame,

PP e 2D T

Notary Publig

: ,' \ﬂll) i \
! /£ ﬁ /. ﬁ Z R oo

BN S N E A W

Resfd(ng at /< f‘(: Y o o \\.
Commission expires: ’(’@{ [P Z— ' ; LT v

vb‘O\n'

'f' “on Aol
..‘.i.\v,.
APPROVED AS TG FORM: T
__.__éw.é 20l
3uflding | ctor

Rez ™ TR
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUDING THE RESIDENT
OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USE OF THE LAND

g

T0 THE PU3LIC:

1. the undersigned cwner of real property in Utah County.
State of Utah, which property fs located as follows: (legal description)

Eeginning at a point which is South 2°25'23" East 1168.39 feet
along the section line (and North 2°25'23" West 1168.39 feet
from the Southeast Corner of said Section) and North 87°49'11°
West along the sixteenth line 646.35 feet from the East Quarter
Corner of Section 11, Township 6 South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake
‘'Base and Meridian: and runninq thence North 87°49'11" West
329.22 feet, thence North 3°17" Heat 673.09 feet thence South
87°East 320.31 feet, thence South 4°05' East 669.44 feet to

'che’p41nt of beginning. Cortaining 4.98 acres.

have the intent to qualify for the exemption from f{ling an approved
subdivision plat, which exemption {s provided for {n section 17-27-27
UCA 1953 as amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zoning
Ordinance of Utah County, Utakh, for the divisiun of agricuitural tand
for agricultural purposes. | hereby covenant that neither I, nor my
heirs, cxecutors, administrators or assigns will ever allow resfdent-
ial or other non-aqricu’tur~l use of this land without properly obtair
ing an approved subdivisior .lat as required by law.

This covenant she¢ .t run with the land and shall be birdina
upon all persons owning or ‘casing the above descrived' real proners,
tt shall not apply (1) to those portions of the praperty contained
{n a properly approved and recorded subdivision plut: (2) those
portions of the property placed {nto an {ncorporatad city or town:
or {3) upon repeal of the reauirements for such a covenant under
section 4-3-53 or {ts successor statute. Further, this covenant
shall hercfnafter be fncluded fn any dced dealing with the ahove
described property, or porticons thereof, in whole, or by reference
hereto.

Invalidation ot ary of these covenant provisions by judg-
mert or court order shall not affect any of the other provisions
whica shall remain §n full force anc effect.

1f the owner or owners of the above described rcal property,
or any portion thereof, or the owner(s)' heir's cr assigns shall vio-
late or attempt to vfolate any of the covenants above set forth, Utah
County or any other person owning a portion ‘thereof, may enjoin such
transfer. sale, or use by action for {njunction brought {n any court
of equity Jjurisdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity.
A1l costs and all expenses of such proceedings shall be taxed against
the offending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
to constitute a lien agafnst the real estate wrongfully deeded, sold,
leased, used, or conveyed until paid. Such lien may be enforced in
such manner as the court may order.

62z ETRT %



Change or amendment of these covenants may be effected only
1f such fs 1n compliance with the laws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and {ts policital subdivisions. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereto, Must Tirst be approved in writing by
the Utah County Building [nspector before recording with the County
Reryrder, Any change or amendiment without such approval {s hereby

made null and void.
5‘9""’&!@"@{.{:@“

State of Utah )
$s

County of Utah )

-
AR

On the /- A day of _[Jo¢aqphe-_. 19_33 persoqaﬂy appeared

! .
hefore me 5 }) IS . th fgner of the abg

e L £ N arils e signer o 'w.gws55§TMnn
who ¢uly actnowledged to me that he executed the sb@ - C\

‘ oty Pd1lidyyao™ .
L g S,
Residing at: ML osorsa. Soadl yifAeti7d - 0,‘& “\\,

~ . . ~
Conmissfon expires: feprf 29, ,o%2 . . \.M

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Sare o

duilaing Inspectar

13908
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUGTHG THE RESIDEN%?AL
OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USE OF THE LAND

TO THE PUBLIC:

1, the undursigned owner of rcal property {n Utah County,

60GeT

State of Utah, which property is located ac follows: (ieqal description)

Beginning at a point which is Scuth 2%25'23" East 11€8.39
feet along the section line (and North 2°25'23" West 1168.39
foct from the Southeast corner of said section) and North
87%49'11" West along the sixteenth line 975.57 feet from the
East quarter corner of Section 11, Township 6 Soutb. Range 2
West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian: thence horth 27 49'11"

West 334.81 feet to the sixteenth line; thence North 1 09'53"

West 675.62 feet along the sixteenth line: thence South 87"
East 310.19 feet: thence South 3°17' East 673.09 fe~t to the
point of beginning. Subject to & together vith a 27.5 fcot
half-width right of way for a futuraz road alono the North
line of the above desciibed property.

have the intert to qualify for the exemption from f{ling an approved
subdivision plat, which exemption s provided for {n section 17-27-27
UCA 1953 ag amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised 2oning
Ordinance of Utah County, Utah, for the division of agricultucal lind
for agricultural purposes, 1 heredby covenant that neither 1, nor my
hefrs, ezecutors, administrators or assigns will ever allow resident-
fal or other non-aqricultural use of this land without properly obtafin-
{ng an approved subdivicion plat Ls required by law.

This covenant shall run with the land and shall be binding
uoon all persons owning or leasing the above described'real property;
{t shall not apply (1) to those portions of the property ~nntained
fn a properly approved and recorded subdivision plat; (2} those
portions of the property placed into an incorporated city or ‘ova,
or {3) upon repeal of the revauirements for such a covenant under
section 4-3-53 or {ts successor statute. Further, this covenant
shall hercinafter be {nc'uded {n any deed dealing with the above

descridbed property, or portions thereof, {n whole, or by reference
hereto.

[nvaltdation of any of these covenant provisions by judg-
ment or court order shall not affcct any of the other provis‘ons
which shall remain fn full force and cffect.

1f the cwner or owner_ of the above described real property,
or anv paortion thereof, or the owner{s)' heir's or assfqns shall vio-
late or avtempt to violate any of the covenants adove set forth, Utah
County or any other person owning a portion thereof, may enjoin such
transfer, sa.e, or use by action for {njunction brought {n any court
of equity jurfsdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or eauity.
A1l costs and all expenses of such proceedings shall Le taxed against
the offending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
to constitute a lien against the real eslate wrongfully deeded, sold,
leas.d, used, or conveyed until patd. 3uch lien may be enforced in
such manner as the court may order,

TR ™ LTG0
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Change or amendment of these covenants may be effected only
i f such is 1n compliance with the laws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and fts policital subdivisions. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereto, must first be approved {n writing by
the Utah County Building Inspector before recording with the County
Recorder. Any change or awendment without such approval {s hercoy

made null and void. o [z 5’?&(24r7czg;r

Signed

State of Utah )
Poss

County of Utah')

On theé A day of @ d2', 197/ personally appeared
before meﬂgw:{.fljiﬂf&,ww the signer of the above {nstrument,

who duly acknow)edged to me that he executed the same,

ot it ko Oy 1l
evpires: _ﬂé / 4”3_

A 2ulla
Building Ingfcttor

13909
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RESTRICTIVE TOVFMANT PRECLUDING THE RESINENT AL
OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USF OF THE LAKND

a7l
Yl
s {7

01661

9!

S

10 THE PuBLIC.

[, the undersigned owner of rcai property in Utah County,
State of Utah, which property is localed as follows: {leqal cescrintion,
Deginning at a point which is fouth 2°25'23" East along the
section line 510.135 feet, and North 87°West 986.95 feet from
the East Quarter Corner of Section 11, T.6 S.-R.2 ¥W., Salt
Lake Base & Meridian: and running thence North 87° Nest 310.19
feet to the sixteenth line, thence along the sixteenth line
North 1°09'59" West 531.66 feet, thence following the six-
teenth line North 1°11'01" East 152.60 feet, thence South 86°
East 322.66 feet, thence South 0°22'30" West 677.86 feet to
the point of beginning. Containing 4.98 acres.
Peginning at a point which is South 2°25'23* cast along the
section line 510.35 feet, and North 87°West 366.64 feet from
the East Quarter Corner of Section 11, T.¢ <.-R.2 W., Salt
Lake Base & Meridian: and running thence North 87 West 320.31
feet” thence North 0°22'30" East €77.86 feet, thence South B86*
East 322.67 feet, thence South 0°33' West 672.13 feet to the
point of beginning. Containing 4.98 acrer.

nave the fntent to qualify for the exemption from filing an approved
subdivisicn plat. which exemption {s provided ‘cr {n section 17-27-27
TR 1953 as amended and section 4-3-53 of :™a 19;6 Revised Zloning
‘irdinance of Utah County, Utah, fo- the division of agricultural land
“oroagricultural purposes. | hereby covenant tha“ neither |, nor my
nevrs, executors, adminfstrators or assigns will ever allow resident-
At or other non-aqricultural use of this land without pioperly obtain-
ng an approved subdivisfon plat as required by law.

This covenant shall run with the iand and shall be bindin~
non all persons owning or leasfng the above described’real proverty.
shall not apply (1) to those portfons of the property contafned

'n & properly approved and recorded subdivision plat: (2) those
rortions of the property placed {1to an fncorporated city or town,
v (3) upon repeal of the reauirements for such a covenant under
cection 4-3-52 or fts successor statute. Further, this covenant
~hall herelnafter be {ncluded ' any dced dealing with the ahove
lescrabed property, or portions thereof, fn whole, or by reference
'ereto.

Invalidation of any of these caovenant provisions by judg
nent or court order shall not affect any of the other provisions
which shall remain {n full force and effect.

If the owner or owners of the above described real property,
or anv portion thereof, or the owrer(s)' hefr's or assigns shall via-
late or attempt to v’clate any of the covenants above set forth, Utah g;
County or any other person owning a portion ‘thereof, may enjoin such
transfer, sale, or use by action for fnjunction brought in any court ts
of eaquity jurisdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity
A11 costs and all expenses of such proceedings shall be taxed against ¢4
the offending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
1o constitute a lfen against the real estate wronqfully deeded, sold, E
‘eased, used, or conveyed until paid. Such lien may be enforced in
such manncr as the court may order, ;é



Change or emendment of these covenants mav he ¢ feocted cn)y
if such is in compliance with the laws and o -dinances of the State
of Utah and its policital subdivisions. Thi. covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereto, must first be approved in writiing by
the Utah County Building Inspector bafore recording with the County
?ecorder. Any change or amendinent without such approval 1s herety
made null and void.

Stgned Lol 7 Luapntog

Lex SL
. m'fa;wa/\ 21s5¢

State of ytah )

County of L*ak )

i

On the i’[[/ day of Aerenide 4y __+ 198J personally appearcd
hefore me _gﬂ_‘& Y Py 73 __» the signer of the above fnstrument,

+ho duly acknowledged to me that he executed the same. - ;;"“*:\\\
: g e e
Reciding at: éﬂlb.‘t YAAL R §\§z <
& AN S
Conmi . ‘ EAC AN S
Conmission expires: 1é- E— E} . e \";‘i‘

! - -

N

o

G Lo 20

Building Inspector

APPROVSD AS TO FORM:

YRS ™ CTET w08

-



Lot 8

13911 gy

KESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUDING THE FESIDENTIAL
OR OTHER NON-AGKTCULTURAL USE OF THE LAND

10 THE PUBLIC.

1. the undersigned owner of rcal property in L-ah County,

State of Utah, which property {s located as follow. tleqal description)

Beginning at a point which {s North 2°17'01" tast along the
section line 152.20 feet from tha East Quarter Corner of
Section 11, T.6 S.-R.2 W., Salt lake Base & Meridian: and
runninq thence North 2*17'01"East 679 92 feet, thence North
87°West 317.45 feet, thance South 2°43' West 674.23 feet,
thence South B86'East 322.66 feet to the point of beginning.
Containing 4.98 acres.

Beginning at a point which is North 2%17 01' East 1506.76
feet along the section line (and is South 2°17'01" West
1506.76 feet from the Northeast Corner of said section)
from the East Quarter Corner of Section 11, T.6 S.-R.2 ¥.,
Salt Lake Base & Meridian; and running thence along the
sixteerth line North 88°05°'25" West 327.94 feet thence
South 1°23' West 668.62 feet, thence South 87°East 317.45
feet, thence North 2°17'01" East 674.64 feet to tha point
of beginning.

Containing «.98 acres.

have the fntent to qualify for the exemption from filing an approscd
subdivition plat, whtich exemption is provided for in section 17-27-37
UCA 1953 as amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zon\nq

Nrdipance of Yt2h Courty, Ytabh, for the d'.fsicn o

feule Vs
Sf rgifcultural tond

for agricultural purposes. | hereby covenant that aefther 1, nor my
hc\rslachCutnLg'“§1m1n1stratoc; Or_25s19ns wiTT gver allow resident-

Tal or osher nan-3qricultural_use of this Tard witaout properly obtair

‘ng an aporovecd suhbdivisfon plat 2s roqulred"bv Taw.

_—

This covenant shall run with the land and shall be birding
upon- all persons owning or leasing the ahove descrided'real property.
vt shall not apply (1) to those portions of the property contained
{n a properiy ¢pproved and recorded subdivisfon plat; (2) thase
portions of the property placed into an incorporatad city or town.
or (3) upon repeal of the requirements for such a <gvenant under
sectfon 4-3-53 or {fts successor statute. Further, this covenant
shall hereinarter be included in ary deed dealing with the zhove
described propertly, or portions thereof, in whole, or by reference
hereto .

Invalidation of any of these covenant provisions by judg
ment or court order shall not affect any of the otier provisions
which shall renrain fa full force and effect.

If tie owner or owners of the above desc-ibed real property,
or any port’in thereof, ar the owner(s)' heir's or assigns shall via-
late cr atte.pt to violate any of the covenants Jbove set forth, Utah
County or any other person owning & portion  thereof, may enjcin such
transfer, sale, o: use by action for injunction braought in any court
of eauity jurisdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or ecuity.
A1l ccsts and all expenses of such proceedings shall be taxed agafnst
the offending party or parties and shall be declarad by the court
to constitute a lien agafnst the real estate wrongfully deeded, so'd,
leased, used, or conveyed unt{l patd. Such lien miy be enforced ir
such manner as the court miy order.

)
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Chanje or amendment of these covenants may be effected only
ff such is in complfance with the laws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and fts polfcital subdivistons. This covenant, and any
changes or tmoadwents hereto, must first be approved in writing by
the Utah County Building Inspector before recording with the County
Recorder, Any change ar amendinent without such appraval " hereby
marde null and void. .

State of Utah )
IR $1
County of Utah ) d

On the /g/day of ¢ [H{El e 195_/ persanally appeared
[ .
before me /)0 HAEL M_Hﬁjm.‘ the signer af the above: instrument,

<" i e,

a1 t0y, duly acknowledged to me that he exec the sime. ’
S A . _ !

WOT AN, ™ /;Zﬂ/ﬂg%/t%f /é/

: EDW L ®. #OWLIR "7 " Notafy Public
R NOTARY TUBLIC :
Yy ‘]‘\‘ Q}eﬂaﬁhg at: wtetrict ot Columbla
- . R Y ;' S = 3 ST Y 1 Feplrea-
W i s fon capires: I v el
'cr‘u)S();.od pires:

RO (3

APPROVED AS T0 FORM:

13911
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUDING THE RESIDENTIAM 3

OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USE OF THE LANO

TO THE PUBLIC:

I, the undersigned owner of real property in Utah County,
State of Utah, which property is located as follows: (leqal description)

Beginning at a point which is North 2°17'01" East 1506.76 feet
along the section line (and is South 2°17'01" Wes%t 1506.76 feet
from the Northeast Corner of said sectton) and North 88°05°25"
West along the sixteenth line 327.94 feet from the East Quarter
Corner of Section 11, T.6 South -R.2 W,.,Salt Lake Base & Meridian:
and running thence North 88°05'25" West 328.26 feet, thence

South C°55' West 662.54 feet, thence South 87°East 322.98 feet,
thenca North 1°23' East 668.62 feet to the point of beginning.

Containing 4.98 acres.

Subject to and together with a 27.50 feet half-width right-of-
way for a future road aleong the South Line of the above descrii.

property.

have the fntent to qualify for the exemption from f{ling an approved
subdivision nlat, which extmption {s provided for {n sectfon 17-27-27
UCA 1953 as amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zoning
rdinance of Utah County, Utah, for the dfvisfon of agricultursl iand
for agricultural purposes. | hereby covenant “nat nefther I, no. Ny
heirs, executors, administrators or assigns will ever allow resident-
fal or uther non-aqricultural use of this land without properly obtafn-
'ng an approved subdivision olat as required by law.

This covenant shall run with the land and shall be binding
upon all oersons owning or leasing the above described'real prooerty:
ft shall not apply (1) to those partions of the property contained
in y properly approved and recorded subdivision plat; (2) those
po-ti1s of the property placed into an incorporated city or town;
cor (3) upon repeal of the reauirements for such a covenant under
cection 4-3-53 or {ts successor statute. Further, this covenan?
shall lereinafter be facluded fn any dced dealing with the ahove
described property, or portiuns thereof, in whole, or hy reference
rereto.

Invalidation of arv of these covenant previsions by Jjudg:
nent or court order shall not affect any of the other provistong
which shall remain {n full fcrce and effect.

if the owner or owners of the above described real property,
or any partior thereof, or the owner(s)' heir's or assigns shall vio-
late or attempt to violate ary of the covenants above set forth, Utah
County or any cther person owning a portion “Chereof, may enj3{n such
trarsfer, sale, or use by action for injunction %“rought in tny court
of equity jurfsdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity.
A1l costs and al) expenses of such proczecaings shall be faxed agafrst
the offending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
to constitute a lien against the real estate wrongfully deeded, s~'d,
leased, usad, or conveyed until patd. Such lian may be enforced in
such marrer as the court may order,

L8 ™ CTET W0
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Change or amendment o¢ these covenants may be effected only
if such is in complfance with the laws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and its polfcftal subdivisions. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereto’, must first be approved in writing by
the Utah County Buflding Inspector bafore recording with the County

Recorder, Any cnange or amendiment without such apprgval {s hereb <9
made null and void. = P 7"’&%‘«/(

sife
LHSHAGTDA
State of #t#h )
KITSAL
County of Htah- )
- On the 3&5 day of égegm_@_._. 19i0_ personally appeared
before me (eraldA. /Mgy ich avd | the itgnexsof the above fnstrument,

Daje & fb?f =
who duly acknowledged tc me th tﬁ\e/exec\:ted the sime,

fign C.00 Vet

$s

Res(d(n§ at: @mf O/u/uug

Conmission expires: 7-5- 82

APPRQVED AS TO FORM:

/(///L//}/‘. 2 ullo

4 Bufiding lré’)éctor

|88 ™ vIGTW
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUDIHG THE RESIDENTIAL
OR QOTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USS OF THE LAND

TO THE PUBLIC:

I, the undersigned owner of real property {n Utah Cliunty,
Strte of Utah, «hich property {s 1ocated as folluws: (leqal wescription)

Beginning at a point which is North 2°17'01*Fast along the
section line 152.20 feet and North B6°West 322.66 feet from
the East Quarter Corner of Section 11, T.6 S.-R.2 W., Salt
Lake Base & Meridian:; and running thence North 86°wWest 322.67
fee>, thenco North 2°41' East 668.60 feet, thence South 87°
East 322.98 feet, thence South 2°43' West 674.23 feet to the
point of beginning.

Subject to and together with a 27.50 feet half-width right-of-
way for future road along the North Line of the above described
property.

gé
Cdntuninq 4.98 acres %

have the intent to qualify fcr the exemption from f{ling an approved
subdivision plat, which exemption {s provided for {n section 17-27-27
UCA 1953 as amended and scction 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zoning
Ordfnance of Utah County, Utah, for the division of agricultura) land
for aqriculiural purposes, | hereby covenant that nefther I, nyr my
heirs, cxecutors, admini{strators or assigns will ever allow resident-
fal or other non-aqricultu-al use of this land without properly obtain-
ing an approved subdivision plat as required by law.

This covenant shall run with the land and shall de binding
upon all persons owning or leasing the above described'real property;
{1t shall not apply (1) teo those portions of the property contained
in a properly approved and recorded subdivision plat: (2) those
portions of the property placed into an fncorporated city or town:
or (3) upon repeal of the reaquirements for such a covenant under
section 4-3-54 or {ts successor statute. Further, this covenant
shall herefnafte= be fncluded {n any deed dealing with the above
described property, or portfons thereof, in whole, or by reference
hereto.

lavalidation of any of these covenant provisions by juda-
ment or court order shall not affect any of the other provisions
which shall remain fa full force and effect.

1f the cwne or owners of the above described real prooerty,
or any portion thereof, or the owner{s)' heir's or assigns shall vio-
late or attempt to violate any of the covenants above set forth, Utah
County or any ather person owning u portion “thereof, may enjoin such
transfer, sale, or use by action for {njunction brought {n any court
of equity jurisdiction ar may pursue any other remedy at law or equity.
A1l costs and all expenses of such proceedings shall be taxed against
the offending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
to constitute a lien against the real estate wrongfully deeded, sold,
leased, used, or conveyed until paid. Such lien may be enforced in
such manner as the court may order.

682 ™ CTGT %000
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Change or amendment of these covenints ma e of ected anly
ff such 1s 1n compliance with the laws and ordinances uf the St ¢
of Utah and 1ts policita subdivisfons This ccvenant, and any
chang2s or amendments hereto, must fitst L~ approved 1n writing by
the Utah County Building I[nspertor before recording with the County
Recorder  wny change or amendiment without such approval is hcretu\

made null and void ,&7)*/@/ ;m\:ﬁﬁ(
—_= ?
sanemé;—z?/

WA motg T
S*ate of TEEN )

| SR V- R 3 )
County of facd )

c}d . IR I R
On the J/ 2y6f LchnMem \9 o personally appearcd
B Dgrotict

before me ‘. the signersof ¢he above {nstrument,
whs duly acknowledged to me thit hnfexécuted (he same ,"Wk’
AR iU
} 49*““"\(! Otlyl—é&_ \“‘. ! P
. . Notary Piblic . ﬂ LRI
- Qo)\an' ':.
Residing ate f}%,f é’/\,(//d/'p ‘ ce=l0
o .l 710“' 3
Lonmission wxpires _7-4-¥2 ) Lvant K
‘f‘,,n’r -~
APPROVEL AS TO FORM
1 ldo
Building In¢pector
o™
g
(WY
<
3
(]
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUDING THE RESINENTIAL
OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USE OF THE LAND

TO THE PUBLIC:

1, the undersigned owner of real property in Utah County,
State of Utah, which property {s located as follows: (leqal description)

Berinning at a point wyich is N2 17'01" K along the dection
line 152.20 feet and Il 86 W 645,33 feet from the East quarter
corner of Section 11, T 6 S, R 2 W, 8.L.B. & N.; and running
thense N 86°W 322,67 feet: thence N 2°11' E 633.03 feet | thence
8 87°E 328.38 feet; thence 3 2°41' W 668.60 feet to the P.0.B.
contalning 4.98 acres:.Subject to and together with a 27.50 ft.
half width right of way for a future road along the North line
of the above desoribed property. No mineral righta.

liave the intent 1o qualify for the exemptron from fii1ing an approved
subdivisicn plat, which exemptior s provided for {n section 17-27-27
UCA 1953 as amended and sect on ¢-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zoning
Orcinance of Utah County, Utah, for the division of agricultural land
for agricultural purposes. | hereby covenant that nefther I, nor my
heirs, cxecutors, acminfstrators or assigns will ever allow resident-
ial or other non-agricultural u-e of this land without properly obtafrn-
'ng an approved subdivision plar as required by law.

This covenant shall run with the land end shall be binding
u.on all persons owning or leasing the above described'real property.
vt skall ret apply (1) to those portfons of the property contained
'n a properly aporoved and recorded subdivision plat; (2) those
nrertions of the property placed {rto an fncorporated city or town,
or [3) upon repeal of the requirements far such a covenant under
cectron 4-3-93 or s succescor statute. Furcner, this covenant
.nail hereirafter be includec in any dced dealing with the ahave
teozrabed nroperty, or portiens thereof, in whale, or by reference
reveto

Invalidation of anv of these covenant provisfons by judg:
“ent or court order shall nol affect any of the other provisions
wnich shall remain in full force end effect.

If the owner or owners of the above described real property,
or any portion thereof, or the owner(s)' hetr's or assigns shall vio-
late or attempt to violate any of the covenants above set forth, Utah
County or any other person owning 2 portion “Chereof, may enjofn such
transfer, sale, or use by action for fnjunction brought in any court
of equfty jurisdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity.
A1l costs and al) expenses of such proceedings shall be taxed against
the offending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
th constitute a 1ien agafnst the real estate wrongfully deeded, sold,
leased, used, or conveyed until paid. Such Yien may be enforced in
such manrcr as the court may order,
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Change or amendment of these covenants may be effected only
{f such {s in comp)liance with the laws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and fts polfcftal subdivisions. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereto, must first be approved in writing by
the Utah County Building Inspector before recording with the County
Recorder, Any change or amendinent without such 2pprovat is hereby

made null and void,
stones X Aol 7 Bl

State of Utah )

.83
County of Utah )

. Onthe gﬁqfsay of é;,dud/ .+ 19%/ personally appeared
Mﬁérf‘% /Lé(r,\ £ Bet/ _. the signer cf the 4bove fnstrument,
-

LI

SA RUU/}’«:Q nawledged to me that he grecuted) the tame. ——a
h s / e tlr”
\ L PusnC

N
'/R%&Sd\&h.a"at: 4‘
BTt i

Conmission expires: _

APPRQVED AS TO FORM:

////A/?’) 21 llo
Buﬂ_cir.qa;(soector
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13916 g (5
RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUDIHNG THT RESINENTRAL
OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USE GF THE LAND

TO THE PUBLIC:

I, the undersigned owner of rcal property {n Utah County,
State of Utah, which proparty {s located as follows: (legal description,

Beginning at a point which is North 2°17'01" East 1506.76 feet
along the section line (and is South 2°17'01" West 1506.76 feet
from the Northeast Corner of said section) and North 88°05°'25"
¥est along the sixteenth line 656.20 feet from the East Quarter
Corner of Section 11, T.6 S.-R.2 W., Salt Lake Basa & Meridian:
and running thence North 88°05'25" Wast 329.16 feet, thence
South 0°50' West 656.31 feet, thence South 87°Fast 328.38 feet,
thence North 0°55' East 662.54 feet to the paint of beginning.

Containing 4.98 acres.

Subject to and together with a 27.50 feet half-width right-of-
way for a future road along the South Line of the above described
property.

have the f{ntent to qualify for the exemption from filing an approved
subdiviston plat, which exemptfon fs provided for {n section 17-27-27
UCA 1453 as amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zoning
Ordinance of Utah County, Utah, for the division of agricultural land
for aqricultural purposes, 1 hereby covenant that neither I, nor my
heirs, exccutors, administrators or assigns will ever allow resident-
fal or other non-aqricultural use of this land without properly obtain-
1ng an approved subdivisfon plat as required by law.

This covenant shall run with the land and shall be binding
upon all persons owning or leasing the above described'real property,
ft shall not apply (1) to those portions of the property contained
in a properly approved and recorded subdivisfon plat: (2) those
portions of the property placed into an incorporated city or town;
or (3) upon repeal of the requirements for such a covenant under
section 4-3-53 or fts successor statute, Fur:her, this covenant
shall herefnafter be {ncluded in any deed dealing with the ahove
described property, or portfons thereof, {n whole, or by reference
rereto

Invalidation of any of these covenant provisions by judq:
ment or court order shall not affect any of the other provisions
which shall remain in full force and effect. o

If the owner or owners of the above described real property,
or any partion thereof, or the owner(s)' heir's or assiqns shall vio-
late or attempt to violate any of the covenants above set forth, Utah
County or any other person owning a portion “thereof, may enjofn such
transfer, sale, or use by action for injunction brought {n any court
of eauity jurtsdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity.
A1l costs and all expenses of such proceedings shall be taxed agafnst
the offending party or parties and shall be declared by the court
to constitute & lien against the real estate wrongfully deeded, sold,
Yeased, used, or conveyed until patd., Such lien may be enforced fn
such manner as the court may order,
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Change or amendment of these covenants may be effected only
ff such is 1n compliance with th2 laws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and fts policital subdivisfons. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments hereta, mast first be approved in writing by
the Utah County Building Inspector ' before r:cording with the County
Recorder. Any change or amendment wi*hout such approval fs hereby
made null and void, !

Signed _‘ﬂ 7 #9104 a‘(‘(’,ﬂ//f,@

State of Utah )
s
County of Ulah )

On the 23iday oh Dttﬁu-é”' v 1980 personally appeareuy

ety lem ¢, F\:u—t i "zhe tigner of the above instrument,

-~

&\ Ubb &m\« tcknow]edged to me'that he exscyted the same.
.I‘ \O\A,‘;.:w" <~ P“ Y oe—

Notary Public

t**rm;- ) (

" n Tges) { Ukl Guuly Uta
o ycs d(\\é at uuly, Wtk
Ne comf«}s&on expires: ‘14 3‘""_'_3__"_3__

w\}v

APPROVED AS 70 FORM:

RSP

Building Inspector
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RESTRICTIVE COVENANT PRECLUOTHNG THE RESINENTIAL
OR OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL USE OF THE LANC

L16ET

75

TO THE PUBLIZ:

[, the undersigned owner of real property {n Utah County,
State of Utah, which pronerty {s located as follows: (leqal description)

Beginning at a point which {s North 2°17'01" East 1506.76 feet
along the section line (and is South 2°17'01" West 1506.76 feet
from the Northeast Corner of said section) and North 88°05°'25*
West along the siXteen-h line 985.36 feet from the East Quarter
Corner of Section 11, T.6 S.-R.2 ¥., Salt Lake Base & Meridian;
and running thence North 88°05°'25"West 329.85 feet the sixteenth
line, thence South 1°11'01" West along the sixtdenth lina 649.89
feet, thence South 87°East 334.00 feet, thenced North 0 S0' East
656.31 feet the point of beginning.

Containing 4.98 acres.

Subject to and together with a 27.50 feet half-width right-of-
way for a future road along the South Line of the above des-~
cribed property.
al180, subiect to and togethar with a 27.50 ft. half-width right-of-way for
A future road along the Yeat Line of the above described property.
have the f{ntent to qualify for the exemption from f{1ing an approved
subdivision plat. which exemption fs provided for {n section 17-27-27
UCA 1953 as amended and section 4-3-53 of the 1976 Revised Zoning
Ordinance of Utah County, Utah, for the division of agricultural land
for agricultural purposes, | hereby covenant that nefther I, nor my
hefrs, executors, administrators or assigns will ever allow resident-
ial or other non-agricultural use of this land without properly obtain-
ing an approved subdivision plat as required by law.

This covenant shall run with the land and shall be binding
upon all persons owning or leasing the above described'real property:
1t shall not apply (1) to those portions of the property contained
fn a properly approved and recorded subdivision plat; (2) those
portions of the property placed into an fncorporated city or town,
or {3) upon repeal of the requirements for such a cuvenant under
section 4-3-53 or fts successor statute, Further, this covenant
shall herefnafter be {ncluded {n any dced dealing with the ahove
described property, or portions thereof, in whole, or by reference
harato.

Invalidation of any of these covenant provisions by judg
ment or court order shall not affect any of the other provisions
which shall remafn {n full faorce and effect.

1f the owner or owners nf the above described real property,
or any portion thereof, or the owner(s)' heir's or assfgns shall yic-
late or attempt to violate any of the covenants above set forth, Utah
County or any other person owning a portion thereof, may enjoin such
transfer, sale, or use by action for {njunction brought {n any court
of eaquity jurisdiction or may pursue any other remedy at law or equity.
A1 costs and all expenses of such proceedings shall be taxed against
the offending party or rarties and shall be declared by the court
to constityte a lien 25ainst the real egtate wrongfully deeded, sold,
leased, used, or Izaveyed unt{l pafd. Such lien may be enforced in
such manner as the court may order,
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Change or amendment of these covenants m.:® be effected only
{f such fs {n compliance with the 1aws and ordinances of the State
of Utah and {ts polfcital _subdivisfons. This covenant, and any
changes or amendments heretd. must first be approved in writing by
the Utah County Building Inspector before recording with the County
Recorder. Any change or amendment without such approval fs hereby

made null and vaid.
signed //a;ggg cq o Gt

On the Qidday of __le"-é" . 1983 personally appeared

State of Utah )

L § 1
County of Utah )

DL I . . Vo~
before me \)'vglmﬂ L. Egeyent \ the gigner of the above Instrument,
£ yhq KiuSy- acknowledged to me that he exscuted tha Yame.
Prnias: o g,

( ] "\\0‘“6, "--’: . A
{2rPuBLIcyD: Notary Public
N [T P I

\J.: I,Sfﬂdf\qit;.‘ UH(A COuulcj' U;ﬂ‘ﬂ

]
L BN
0

v 14 ,\
;}(‘“\ '(C.Gm{s“fkp' xpires: {4 Sep 1983

APPROVED AS TQ FORM:

M#_____—
uilding Inspector
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