CEDAR CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES

Aprrl20,202l
The Cedar City Planning Commission held a meeting on Tuesday, April 20,2021at 5:15 p.m., in the
City Council Chambers, 10 North Main, Cedar City Utah.
Members in attendance: Mary Pearson-Chair, Craig Isom, Jennie Hendricks, Ray Gardner, Jill Peterson,
Adam Hahn
Members absent: Hunter Shaheen-Excused
Staff in attendance: City Attorney-Tyler Romeril, City Planner-Donald Boudreau, City EngineerJonathan Stathis, and Michal Adams
Others in attendance: Laura Henderson, Teri Hartley, Teri Kenney, Craig Gubler, Dave Clarke, Chris
Uchman, Sophia Uckman, Richard & Annette Mitchem, Michael Tarr, Sean Carr, Brent Hughes, Carlie
Queber, Rich & Sue Blitzstein, Jerald & Denise DeMille, Don & Lorraine Green, Lynette Evans,
Kathryn Carlson, Kennan & Abby Imlay, Mike Crawley, Steve Crawley, Steve Hyde, Aimee, Leah
Green, Day Staffler, Sam Crawley, Mac Urie, Abby Broadbent, Clint Broadbent, Amy Davis, Cherish
Lilly, Sean Lilly, Ralyn Jessup, Phil Jessup, Phil, Richard Etrayah, Carter Wilkey, Evan Myers, Jim
Wilcock, R. Scott Phillips, Geoffrey C. Lewis, Tim & Elaine Smith, Dallas Buckner, Shawn & Ashely
Johnston

The meeting was called to order at 5:15 p.m.

ITEM/REOUESTED MOTION

I.

LOCATION/PROJECT APPLICANTiPRESENTER

Resular Items

l-

Approval of Minutes (April 6,2021)
(Approval)
Craig moved to approve the minutes of April 6,2021, seconded by Jennie and the vote was
unanimous.

2-

Vacating
(Recommendation)
Easement

75 East -Between Lots 22

&

23

Craig Gubler

North Main Center Subd.

Craig Gubler said they have purchased both these lots. There is a PUE between them, it is 7.5' on each
side. There are no utilities in there. They are looking to abandon that easement.
Jennie asked about utilities. Craig said they will get some confirmation from the utility companies on
that.
Jonathan said they will need something in writing from each utility stating they are okay to abandon this
easement.

Craig moved to send a positive recommendation to vacate this easement as long as they get it all
signed off. Seconded by Adam and the vote was unanimous.
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3- PUBLIC HEARING
Vacate Lot 4 in Northfield Apt. Subd. 280 W 2100 N
Diamond K/Platt & Platt
(Recommendation)
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt presented; he said they have proposed a PUD on this 1 lot. The vicinity of
that PUD has been approved. For legal pu{poses, they need to vacate this 1 lot out of the subdivision
before they can re-plat it as a PUD.
Adam asked about the area, this is just west of a 4-plex being built.
Dave said they have already seen the plan for this; it will be two 4-plexes. It will be developed as a PUD
so they can be sold separately. They have to vacate the lot to create this PUD. They are just going
through the process do to that.
Mary opened the public hearing. Seeing no comments, Mary closed the public hearing.
Adam made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the City Council for this lot vacating.
Seconded by Jennie and the vote was unanimous.
4- PUBLIC HEARING
PUD- Vicinity

(Recommendation)

1139 N

North Cedar

Blvd.

Reber & Spikler Platt & Platt

Kokanee & Creekside PUD
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt presented; he said this was brought before about 2 lzyears ago. It has
expired, so they are bringing this back through. This PUD will be done in 2 phases; the Kokanee, then the
Creekside. This is the full plan. The tabulation is for Kokanee only. This all conforms to the zoning, and
the vicinity plan has passed approval.
Dave said there is also an item on the agenda,#12 where they will talk about re-writing the ordinance, so
they don't have to fence around the front yards.
Don B. said as these are connected, these units front a City street, and they propose to park in the back of
this PUD, that proposal is to eliminate the fencing in the front of the units fronting the street.
Adam said the way the ordinance is now, they would need to fence that.
Mary opened the public hearing.
Lynette Evans said she lives on North Cedar Blvd. this is by the trail and where they put up the walls.
How will this effect those that have been living there for years. what about their property values? She
asked about the trail that comes up there, they still have not put a ramp from there to put a smooth safe
entrance to that trail. She felt they could put in a park, a gazebo between those walls. But there will be
townhouses between the wall and then another townhouse?
Dave said this plan does not show that nor the City trail. He pointed out the space just south of this
subdivision that is now owned by the Coal Creek Inigation Company. These people tried to buy that
from the inigation company, but were unable to, so that is a no-man's land. This development is not
doing anything with that space. He pointed out the property between the walls and how this development
would be. They are talking 16 new units, so that will affect this area a little bit.
Lynette said there are still no school signs, busses come through there, they would like to see signs, need
some warnings for safety. You are doing some building in there; what about the rest of these things.
Jonathan said they have done traffrc studies in this area, they recently completed one at 1045 North and
North Cedar Blvd. There was not enough to warrant a 3-way stop there. As far as enforcement, they
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with traffic and how I
driver came around the bend so fast that they hit the power box and street light. If you add more
buildings, more traffic, then they have a higher risk and less safety on their homes and property.
need to get the police to enforce the speeders, etc. Lynette talked about concerns

Mary understands all those concerns; she can address those traffic and safety issues with Engineering and
the Police. They can all work together to see if things need to change in this area. Jonathan can get with
the police and talk about these concerns.
Mary closed the public hearing.

Jill asked Dave if there were a master-planned trail in this development. No.
Don B. stated there is a master-planned trail to the Southwest of here. He pointed out the trail, the flood
wall, and the 10' next to that wall. Jonathan showed how that is on the master plan for a trail. Dave
pointed out where they own, the creek, they have no developable land there. They tried to trade with Coal
Creek Irrigation; they would not deal so they worked it out with the City to put that line where it made
sense to develop. The property for the creek, the trail, and all those things they are not familiar with.
Craig moved to send a positive recommendation to the City Council for this PUD, seconded by
Jennie and the vote was unanimous.
Before they get into all the zone and general land use changes, Mary wanted Tyler to explain how things
work.
Tyler said as they can see, on this agenda, for each item it says recommendation. The Planning
Commission is not the body that gives these approval. They make a recommendation then it goes to the
City Council. There is a 14-day notice, so after today, what they decide, he will get a memo from Don B.
and he will post that public notice. When it comes before the City Council that will be more than 14 days,
so likely would not be until May lgth and 26th. The work meeting on the lgth when they would hear from
all of you, then the 26th would be the action meeting, when they vote. No matter what happens here
tonight, you need to make sure you get the City Council agenda; it will be in the paper, on the city and
state web pages, there are a couple of different requests to amend the zone, then the General Land Use
change. You can see that the General Land matches the zone change. The General Land is how we
envision the development in the future. It is not a legally binding document. There are no rules, we see
this as low density, and hope for most developments to go that way. That is why these amendments come
in. The zoning is the nuts and bolts. It specifies how many units, the setbacks, the height, etc. He
would like to explain when legal requirements come into play. When the zone change matches the
General Land Use, that General Land Use is what is expected, and the developer knows that. They will
zone that to match how the City envisions it to be. The legal aspect comes in when they say that is what
they expect, and that is what they want it to be. If they go against that, they cannot do that on a subjective
view. That needs to be based on fact: there is not enough sewer, not enough water lines, etc. That is the
zoning. If the General Land Use is changed then the zoning, there is no expectation to change all that.
Then the Planning Commission is free to do what they feel is best for the City as a whole.
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5- PUBLIC HEARING
Meisner/GO Civil
Approx. 200 S 3700 W
Zone change: AT toR-2-2
(Recommendation)
Adam H. said that he has done work for Alex Meisner, so he will abstain from voting.
Dallas Buckner of GO Civil presented. Said the annexation of this parcel was done a couple of weeks
ago. This is to go from AT to the R-2-2 which is in accordance with the General Land Use plan. Jill
asked what it was now;just farm land.

Mary opened the public hearing.

Mt. Shadows. They back up to this area. what is the R-2-2 is that duplexes? What
is that. They all hope it will be single-family homes. Don B. said that in the R-2-2 that is medium density
He is not sure of the plans, it could be single homes, or it could be duplexes or twin-homes.
Sue would be fully apposed to anything outside of single-family homes.
Sue Blitzstein lives in

Dallas said as far as the process, they get the zoning, then they do a layout; this was just recently
annexed, then they get the zoning, then they can get into the design. They can't do anything until they
get it zoned. This particular zone does allow for duplexes, it does not specifically require duplexes. Some
have had other things, and some have been singles. Just because they are coming in for the zoning, that
does not mean they will only do duplexes, but it does allow for that in this zone.
Sue said all the others are single

family. Dallas

said this is what the developer has requested.

Dallas said as far as the developer goes, this is his property and that is what he would like to see.
Mary said that is why she had Tyler explain. When the General Land Use allows it, you buy that land
knowing you have those rights. He bought this knowing it was going to allow it to be theR-2-2 zoning.
Like you, he is buying that, and it allows him to put in twin-homes and also single family. If we go
against that, there is legal issues and she can understand all concerns, but if it fits and it is his right, he
can build in that according to the General Land Use plan.

lot and this. Dallas talked about easements along property
lines; there are no easements in there yet; he would assume there is a PUE along the boundary of the
subdivision in place. Assuming there on Mountain Shadows there is a7.5' PUE along that rear line.
Similarly, this subdivision would do the same, and have a7.5' PUE around it but there would not be a
gap between these properties that back up to each other. Sue then asked if there would be a wall? Dallas
said there is nothing in the ordinances that would require a fence or a wall. Most of the developments
that Meisner has done, they do something, but there is nothing in the ordinances that would require them
to fence around that. It would be the most economical to place lots directly back of the lots that are there
Sue wondered about the distance between her

now.
Sue asked about during construction all the dust on the work etc. Dallas said if this zoning is approved,
then they do the vicinity plan, and bring that through. They then work on the construction drawings and
once that is approved, they can get into construction. As far as dust control, most contractors work on
that, there may be an ordinance regarding using water and dust control.
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Brent Hughes said if the zoning is already done, what kind of standpoint do they have. Do they have to
bring it up with the builder when they bring the layout out? Do they have to come and see it then?
Tyler stated when it comes to the neighbors, and how they develop, that is all regulated by the City
Ordinances. If the owner wants to be a good neighbor, they can do that. It is his right to develop
according to those ordinances, and you have no right as far as the recommendation coming today. That
General Land Use has been in place since 2072. They are just coming in to determine the zoning. They
are doing that according to this plan. He has legally bought this area knowing it could be the R-2-2 and
he bought that knowing he can put medium density there.
Kathryn Carlson pointed out the little piece of farm land up above, and all the traffic will come through
there area., there needs to be access from somewhere else. Dallas said the zoning will affect the lot size;
they have not done a layout yet to see where the roads may go. From the City Ordinance, once they get
over 80 lots, they will need a second access. There is nothing that requires them to punch a road through
someplace else. Center Street is partially dedicated, and he pointed out the portion that is owned now by
the City. They could also come off Westview Drive but there are not plans for that at this time. Nothing
is requiring them to take another road out to U-56.
Kathryn pointed out how all 3 of those accesses are through the single-family subdivision. The only other
major road out is 4050 West. They will all be coming up that road then out. They need another access, so
they all don't have to go past the school. They are backed up there every morning now.
Dallas said they can't commit to anything outside of the City Ordinance. This will meet all those
requirements. Don B. said at lease 2 accesses would be required. Dallas said there are 3 points of access
and they all go through Lamplight. There are also multiple accesses out on U-56. From the City
standpoint, this would meet that secondary access requirement. They do have the possibility to tie to
Westview Drive.
Michael Crawley asked what AT is. Don B. said the AT is for Annex Transition./ when land is annexed,
it is dedicated as an annexation holding place so they can continue to build 1 single-family home. In
order to build any more than that, they would need to do azone change. AT is a holding place, R-l is for
single family, and R-2 is for up to 2 units. R-3 is the multi-family zone. Michael said so when they see
"Recommendation" that means they could get legal action if they don't approve it.
Tyler explained that is just that this body will recommend items to the City Council either positively or
negatively. When they get into a legal case would be if they were to vote against it when it was
according to the General Plan already. The Planning Commission would make their recommendation
then the City Council would make the final vote. They are bound by the General Plan. Mary said it is
good for everyone that they are in the process of going over the General Plan and in that process, they
hope to address some of the issues you are bringing up tonight. Now is the opportunity to have your
voice heard. Get involved. This item is different from the others that will also need to change the
General Land in order to get the zone changed to what they want.

Mary closed the public hearing.
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Ray asked about the need for more streets in this area out to U-56. Jonathan brought up the master plan
of roads. There is to be a 75' master-planned road coming off U-56. Typically, that would happen when
that gets developed. When this all goes north, that would be built.

Craig moved to send a positive recommendation to the City Council for this zone change; Jennie
seconded, and the vote was unanimous with Adam abstaining.
6. PUBLIC HEARING
Hunter Glenn LLClPlatt &
General Land Use change Approx. 3300 W 1775 N
Platt
Low to Medium Density
(Recommendation)
Mary stated that items 6 & 7 are the same property, and they are requesting that the General Plan change
from low to medium density at 3300 West and 1775 North. If that passes, they are then requesting that
the zone go from R-l to R-2-2.
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt presented. It is all zoned R-l. And the General Plan is for this to be R-I.
The developer owns to the south, this is the area of Hunter Glenn, Iron Willows Phase 2. This will be the
same developer that did Iron Willows. The Company that owns the land is Hunter Glenn LLC. The
proposal is for this north part or the remainder 30 acres. The south part is already submitted for vicinity.
They are going to City Council tomorrow on that for R-l. They would like to develop this upper area to
R-2 to allow for twin-homes rather than single-family. Dave said the design would be to have this R-2
then next to all that is R-3 as a transition off the busy Lund Highway. They felt like that would be a good
transition from low to high.
Craig asked about Iron Willows which is all R-1 to the west and the south.
Jill asked if Iron Willows boarders Lund? They pointed out the two smaller parcels of the same owners.
Dave said that when Iron Willows was platted the road was dedicated clear out to Lund. One thing; the
roads in Hunter Glenn are 50' wide. They change that standard, so some others are only 45' wide. They
kept that road in the middle for more traffic and it is at 55' wide. They did that in anticipation of this
development. It does not guarantee anything. That road is just larger to handle more traffic.

Mary opened the public hearing.
Chris Uckman had a specific question on one particular road coming through the RE community? He
pointed out this road and Dave showed how that would loop around and tie to a lower road in Hunter
Glenn.
Chris said he has been an l1-year member of the Hunter Glenn Community. They have all gotten
together to condense their opposition to this property. He will go over the key points.
SEE ATTACHED DOCUMENT WITH SUPPORTING LETTERS.
Annette Mitchum moved to Cedar City in 2014. She looked around for some time, where to build. Went
to Hunter Glenn, mostly due to the fact it was zoned for single-family homes. That was key to them. She
cannot stress enough how crucial it is that they keep their community for single-family. For them it is the
last home they will have. To see all the young families and the children as they play. They are lucky
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enough to raise their family also in a single-family community. There are many benefits in life to live in
such a community. they were blessed. It would be heartbreaking to not have that same experience for
these other young families. They moved into Hunter Glenn knowing the entire area would be single-

family neighborhood.
Clint Broadbent said that Chris illustrated their points well. They all feel well versed, he is an educator
himself, teaches at the university and he can see the people that have the same feeling. One reason they
all came together to speak to this, and they know it is just a recommendation, but he feels that it is
important and matters to them all to be heard. The builder, when he purchased this land, he knew what
they were purchasing. He would plead with you not to let this go through; your vote matters to them. He
knows what they are going against. He would politely look for their support.
Steve Hyde said he was impressed with all this. His kids actually wanted to come. He has 1 point that has
really stuck with him. He knows lots of realtors. He wishes that he had some hard numbers, but they
know there are plenty of townhomes, duplexes being built. Hundreds according to the realtors. When you
consider azone change; does it make sense, can you prove you need to change it. Like is there no space
left, do they need more affordable houses. That is what he would ask; if there are lots of these being
built, why change the zone if there is not the need now. All of them in his community, none of them
have bad feelings with those who live in townhomes there needs to be affordable homes. It is not
something they don't care about; they would just like to see all this done right and thoughtfully.

Chris asked if that General Plan of 2012 was a legally binding contract. Tyler said it is a vision. Over
time that can change, that is why they are going through today to change that. It is not legally binding
contract.
Carter Wilkey most know what they are speaking of; if the developer can sue the City for not letting them
follow the General Plan, can that not be reversed?
Tyler said that land laws are the most litigated. There is lots of money involved. Could the Citizens
claim against that dirt that they did not follow that plan. Tyler has not done research enough to know
what kind of finding they would need to go against that. He does know that they can change, and what is
in the best interest of the City.

Chris said they have other letters from community members that are also attached.
Tyler said to answer Carter's question, legally, you have very little rights as to how someone else uses
their property. Outside that box, that ground you stand on would not be as firm as the developer, as you
don't own the property.
Chris thought it was a good idea to have that General Plan and that is what binds your hands as a
commission. Mary said it is up to the commission to have good reason to go against that general plan.
Chris said so if they use that, they are R-l in the general plan. Is there any reason to change that?
Just the developer wants to make the change.
So, they can just pack them in? Is the City in need of housing?
Adam said there is something to be said when developers have that vision of what they want to do with
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their property. They can do R-l, can go to the R-2 or the R-3, the whole thing is what can or what do they
want to do.
Any reason to make these changes but for more housing and more money. He moved here 6 years ago
from California. He loves Cedar City and lives in Equestrian Point. It is all zoned for single-family. You
say things change. If things change all the time, what is the reason to have this new City plan. Just let
them do what they all want to do. If it is your land, just do what you want.
Wade Wilcock said they have growth. If you have different density that is to be able to transition from
one density to another. They are close to this. It is higher than R- l, but not that much, it is just 2 homes
stuck together. Those other 2 little pieces are zoned I&M- 1 . Right now, as they are zoned, you can put
stores, some industrial development, put a hotel or motel there now. At one point that would have been
good. now, it is not reasonable to put those things and manufacturing around all that residential.
Chris asked if all the designated areas in this2012 plan for high density been utilized?
Don B. did not know that. There is lots of medium density between Lund Highway and the airport. That
is all set up now for low density development. They should go by the General Plan and purchase with
that general plan in mind.
Chris felt that they all recognize that the I&M would be like supporting a local business that would
support their community and they don't have a problem with that. Changing that to R-3 around all this
R-1 has some disruptiveness. They could hope a Quick Stop or something like that would happen in this
area. it would be beneficial to the community; not going from I&M to R-3.

Mary closed the public hearing.
Adam talked about 1 reason to change: in the home builders association and also in talking to the head of
the Iron County Water Conservancy District, they say that these higher density places actually use less
water than the low density with larger lawns and garden areas. Those take more water. So, this higher
density saves on water,
Jennie said she saw the passion with this debate on Facebook. She hopes to speak for all, and she has
seen this often. They are waiting for the stones to be thrown. So, she appreciates the message and the
messengers.

Craig said as you look all around, it does not make a whole lot of sense to change this zoning. He may
have a different opinion of the other 2 parcels. That General Plan is in place.

Craig moved to send a negative recommendation to the City Council for item 6 and also a negative
recommendation for the zone change of item #7.
Seconded by Jennie and the vote was unanimous.
7. PUBLIC HEARING
Zone change: R-l to R-2-2
Approx.3300 W 1775 N
(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted on under Item #6

Hunter Glenn LLClPlatt &
Platt
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8. PUBLIC HEARING
General Land Change
Low to High Density

Approx. 1775 N Lund-N

side

Hunter Glenn LLCiPlatt &
Platt

(Recommendation)
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt presented. He said that this corridor of I&M- t has been along Lund
Highway for l5 years.
Mary wondered if they could discuss all of these together; items 8-11. Tyler said they could discuss but
would need separate votes on the separate parcels.
Dave said they are connected. Historically, there is this corridor of I&M. The property to the south of
this changed to Mixed Use and is under construction with townhomes now. Then across the street, there
is R-3-M and also to the north if R-3-M which is Phase 5 of the Sycamore Trails. So, there is quite a bit
of R-3 around this. The developer wants to be a good neighbor; this has been on the market for 15 years
as Industrial & Manufacturing (I&M). He has had 1 offer to do a welding shop. He did not want a
welding shop at the entrance to his subdivision. That is the only offer in the 15 years. He bought this 15
years ago, and now wonders what he can do. He can switch this to R-l or try and recoup his investment
and go with R-3 and you know about finances. He felt like some nice townhomes at the front of this
community would be a better fit for the neighborhood when you consider all the townhomes around. That
is his rationale. You know the General Plan can change; you can have a motel there right now. That is
allowed in I&M. that is not feasible. There is vacant commercial property all over town so there is no
need for that. They are thinking what fits with what is going on all around this area.
Lund Highway will be widened to 100' and 1600 North and others will be widened. Now the City needs
to do their side of that corner. They know that the growth will come. They are asking to consider the
surrounding property and what will be the best use for this development.
Craig said seems to him that will be a busy thoroughfare. It made sense to transition between them and
the R-1 neighborhood. That is very efficient way; they have that just south of Genpak. As
neighborhoods blend into the R-1. Craig personally does not like that I&M there and would tend toward
the higher density transition.

Jill said with the new General Plan coming out, do they all think it will stay that way? Or will there be a
different vision of this area. They were not sure; some could see a commercial corridor out there.
Mary would like to see things like parks.
Adam said when this Lund Highway becomes the 100' wide, that will be like Main Street.
Mary opened the public hearing.
Chris said they are the first residents out there in the R-l next to the proposed R-3. Wondered why not
make that R-2 and as they develop, they don't have to do dual stories. As R-l, they could have those
views hindered. If they do R-3 as long as there are barrier walls, that might be okay. He would like to
know if they would be townhomes, but he would prefer that they remain as the General Plan has it
currently, or possibly some commercial amenities for the R-1.
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Carter Wilkey said there are many parcels in the City zoned R-3 that are not PUD's. They have some
speaking to the R-3, and that it would lend to PUD. You can just do normal subdivisions also in the R-3
You can do apartments. And buildings in I&M can be 50'. The higher density would require a wall next

to the lower density.
Sean Carr lives in Sycamore Trails. He was the 5th one to move in. Why are they going straight to the R3 as opposed to the R-l ? Why trying to go all out, just blend in with whatever else is there. He was just

wondering.
The 2 parcels are owned by the same person, Dave said that Hunter Glenn Property LLC is the person on
the managing member of the Miller Funding Group.
Dave said they feel that the I&M there just does not work. There is lots of R-3 around and that will make
a nice transition off that busy highway. It will only get busier. They felt that would fit what is along that
corridor. The owner feel they can do a nice development that will add to the area and not detract.
Sean Carr; why go straight for the R-3. Why not go to the R-2 and put in trees.
He was told that going to the R-2 when the whole surrounding area on 3 sides is R-3 and some is mixed
use, but they are at the same density. It is adjacent on 3 sides and fits better to be R-3.

Michael Tarr is in Sycamore Trails. On a smaller lot; this is only % or 1 acre. How much can they get on
there? Do they have any idea what they will do, multi-story, he is on a corner in Sycamore? Does not
want people looking into his back yard.
Don said the maximum in the zone is 24 units per acre. They need all the setbacks, the guest parking,
and other things like open space, but the maximum is24.That is very difficult to get. Michael wondered
what could go in there if that were I story or 2. Don said if this zone does change, they could go up to
what that ordinance allows.
Michael said you have the Iron Willows; they have lost some view already. They are all at least 1 story.
It seems to him it would be good for the community to only have 1 story.

Amy lives in Sycamore trails. She is a first-time home owner. Is almost 40, but this is what she could
afford. Moved here 6 months ago. She understands what the developer is saying, also what Mike is
saying. That is a very little piece. The other one they are now clearing. Further south that is the mixed

use

and they are developing that now.

Mary closed the public hearing. For 8-1 1. So, these motions need to be for 8 & 9 together, then for

10

&

11 together.

Adam agreed with Craig that it works well to create a buffer from a major road like this one to what will
be less dense before you get to the R-1 housing. He lives in Equestrian and would just love a slurpy
heaven on that comer. If you can't buy the land, then you can't dictate what they do with it. He does not
see anyone coming in soon to build commercial out there.
They hear lots of people come to a meeting and say if they build 2-story,that will take my view away. He
read something that said you can get used to enjoying the view at other owner's expense. When you
move into an undeveloped area, that view is not ours. He does not discredit those who feel that way about
the view, just be aware that property owners have rights also. There is no ordinance that says you can
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only build a one-story structure. That would be a good use to re-zone this for a buffer to the

Jill said

R-l

zone.

she has not been thoroughly convinced and they also talk about sticking to the General Plan. This

one can go either way. She feels they should stick to the General Plan.

Adam moved to give a positive recommendation for items 8 & 9 seconded by Jennie and the vote
was 3 forr2 nays so the motion passed.
Adam moved to give a positive recommendation for items 10
was 3 forr2 nays so the motion passed.

&

11 seconded by Jennie and the vote

9. PUBLIC HEARING
Zone Change:I&M-l to R-3-M Approx. 1775 N Lund-N Side
(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted on under Item #8

IO.PUBLIC HEARING
General Land Change Approx. 1775 N Lund-S side
Low to High Density

Hunter Glenn LLCtPlatt &
Platt

Hunter Glenn LLCtPlatt &
Platt

(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted on under Item #8

11.

PUBLIC HEARING

Zone Change:I&M-l to R-3-M Approx. 1775 N Lund-S Side
(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted on under Item #8

Hunter Glenn LLCtPlatt &
Platt

12.

PUBLIC HEARING
Ordinance Revision regarding buildings fronting a street in a PUD Reber & Spikler/Platt &
(Recommendation)
Platt
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt said there are many places where townhomes front a street. He pointed out
Cedar Park Townhomes. Those front a public road. Cedar Crossings; the same situation. They park in the
rear but front a public street. What they are proposing is an ordinance change for buildings that front a
street. They also propose that they have articulated elevations, or personality; multi-surface progressions.
The state legislature passed a law concerning this, but the governor vetoed that law. So, it is back on.
If they front a street and have a driveway, the fence can be eliminated. The ordinance says that you have
to have a fence around the whole thing. They have seen lots of these developments that have a block
wall, and the back of the building fronts the street with the air conditioning unit, and it is not friendly.
I would be ideal when fronting the street to have the front landscaped, be part of the neighborhood, not
off on their own. With this development they could just put in apartments and not have a fence. Because
this is a PUD, they have to have that perimeter fence. When this Kokanee was approved before, it was
Planning Commission Minutes
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just basically the way it is now, facing the front. They needed to put in that fence then the developer
wanted to flip then and that did not work. T4hat is why this was not built 2years ago. They have talked
to staff about this. They think that requiring that fence in the front setback if your building fronts the
street is not necessary. He presented this to Don and Tyler, and they are just throwing it out there.
Mary said we are just talking about this particular one. But it would apply to others; she pointed out
others like the one near the bowling alley where they all park out on the street. Now, if you take that
fence out, they fill up their garages, and park on the street. That wall is less inviting, but there are
problems with no wall. In the new revision of the PUD ordinance, they have made those driveways
longer, and that will help.
Adam had some of the same concerns; this will increase the cars parked on the street. You cannot restrict
that parking. It is also inviting for the front door to open out to the street. But at the same time, he has
heard they will have a special session and the state could pass this law anyway.
Craig said yes, if they override the governors veto, that would be a done deal. Mary said they are not
sure what that will end up being.
Dave said personally, he agrees with those parking problems. He does like the point of guest parking.
That would have been .5 but was not, and they all know people fill their garages with stuff, and not cars

Mary said as you have smaller houses and townhomes, they need someplace to put all their stuff. It
bothers her that they continue to fill the streets with all the cars. When they have these multiple units and
each person has a car, it makes all these problems and is just inviting it to be worse. She would like to see
what happens on the State level. If they have a special session that is because they already now this is an
issue. If they pass this tonight, then do they grandfather those in before the law was passed?
Don B. was not sure how often he and Dave agree, but as it now reads, if facing the street, you have a 2car garage, and a driveway, it would be more pleasing to have it this way. In this case all the parking
would be in the back. This would be more aesthetically pleasing to have it this way.
Mary said maybe only in this I case. The next one will not have that.
Don said there are some plusses and minuses. If you do away with certain language in there, that puts the
burden on staff. There are always things that have a plus and a minus to them.
Dave said with this ordinance, if the townhome is facing the road, that looks better to have the front
nicely landscaped rather than to have the wall on the front. In either way they would still park on the
road. So, in this case they are parking on the road, but the front looks much nicer.

Adam said yes, the front looks much better, he agrees. But maybe not the next guy, that out-of-town
dreaded developer. He would take advantage of the loopholes for things like this. They are already
parking in the road. That will not stop them just like along 3000 North.
Craig would like to see this tabled until they know what is happening with the legislature
Planning Commission Minutes
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Mary opened the public hearing
Carter Wilkey said this shows a driveway to be only 12' wide for a single garuge.If parking is the
problem, why not put the driveway two cars wide instead ofjust 12'. You give up some front yard, but
the land is there.
Mary said they don't require that. Carter pointed out where it talks about the single garage and only a 12'
wide driveway.
Don B. said they could do some tweaking to this re-write. It is just not perfect yet.
Adam felt it also would make for easier deliveries to those units.
Laura Henderson agrees with Mary; there are things to consider when parking on the street. There are
also safety concerns. Esthetics is important, but safety is also important. Visitors park on the streets also

Mary closed the public hearing.
They talked more about parking, safety concerns and the narrowness of some streets.

Craig made a motion to table this item until they
by Adam and the vote was unanimous.

see

what happens with the Legislature. Seconded

Staff Items

PUBLIC HEARING
1- Consider amending the notice requirements

as contained in Chapter 26 Article 12. Staff
(Recommendation)
Tyler said as the City has been going through the Engineering Standards in order to make things more
efficient and smoother, they have come to things similar. In Ordinance 26-XII-2, the City is required to
give a l4-day notice of public hearings which are posted in the paper, on the web site, on Facebook and
the State law says you only have to give a 10-day notice. The reasoning to change this is really the way
the calendar works. Example: you have azone change on this meeting, the 20th. He gets a memo from
Don, usually the next day and by the time he gets that in the paper it is 2 days later. That means they miss
the next set of meetings May the 5th and l2rh, so now they are down to May I 8th and 26th. ltjust makes it
easier to make that next set of meetings and not wait almost 1 month to move forward. The notices that
go out before Planning Commission are hand delivered or sent by certified mail. When it goes to City
Council, that posting is all they have.

Adam said so this would expedite them through the process. They come to this meeting, then they know
they can get to City Council sooner.
Mary opened the public hearing.
Carter Wilkey asked about the post for this meeting. Is that the 10 days or are notices sent to all within
the 300'. Both.
Chris said on particular problems like their neighborhood has, they want 2l days. This would allow
people to get their stuff together, to have more time to research. These are very important topics;
Planning Commission Minutes
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communities should have the chance to do research, meet, etc. He would like to see them given as much
time as possible.
Laura Henderson agreed. Don't adjust just to fit the calendar; it is tricky to get lots of people together
when dealing with an item. You have signatures to gather, that all takes time. Most are not well versed on
items, you are dealing with people who are out of town, etc.
Catheryn Carlson said that notice should be as long as possible. That 300' is not enough; they get notice
and that is only 1/3 of the subdivision. Most were not noticed. For her to go back and forth with all the
others will take time. 300' is not enough. They need more notice not less.

Teri Kenney said over the last few years, she has heard many times how difficult it is to get these notices
She would go along with more time, not less.
Aimee Aulkman agrees with all; you have to factor in the weekend. So that l0 days becomesT days, and
before you know you are cutting that notice time in half.
Jennie said this does not affect notices that they got to this meeting.
Tyler said no, this would be the notice prior to Council that they post on social media.

Mary said it may be an issue for them to gather and get alltheir information together, she understands
that. It never was this meeting, just the notice to the City Council they are shortening the time on.
Tyler said it was just a suggestion by staff, they are not for nor against this, it would just make it easier
for the public and the land developer.
Chris said as a neighborhood they need more time. They have the Planning Commission and the City
Council, and they would be different preparations. It is very important to be heard. They get a
recommendation, then to Council. They have others that have not been notified yet. That would give
them the opporlunity to bring more together. They may think of other things they have not thought of
Leah Green said as a younger person, the shorter notice is better. Lots of them see the notice, they can
react quickly, and if that is posted on social medial that is the way they would see that. The later the date
is out there, those younger people would have forgotten all about it by then.
Catheryn would abdicate for the l4-days. They provide recommendations, but it is the Council that
actually votes. They need a difference between the 2 bodies.

Mary closed the public hearing
Jennie moved to send a positive recommendation to the Cify Council to change the time. Seconded
by Jill and the vote was unanimous.
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2- General Plan Review

Update

Don B.
Don B. said they have not had any meetings in the last bit. Things have slowed down a bit on the
consultant side. They are working on the community assessment report, the survey data and they had lots
of response and thinks that will surprise the Planning Commission. He anticipates a draft report, and they

will

get the steering committee together again soon.

The meeting adjournedat 7:40 p.m.

Executive Assistant
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Cedar City Planning Commission
10 N Main Street
Cedar City, UT 84721

April20,2O2I
Good evening-

My name is Christopher Uchman and I am an 1-1-year member of the Hunter Glenn community
My community members and I have come to this Planning commission meeting to introduce ourselves
and submit our opposition to the proposed "rezoning" of parcels that adjoin and will inevitably be
attached to our L5-year existing community,
The Hunter Glenn community, out of respect for the Planning Commission's time, has delegated a
shortlist of members who will present some compelling concerns that we have about the current
development process and the developments that have already accomplished purchase outside the

existing parameters of the 2O!2General Plan. We have organized and structured ourselves this way to
show you, as a Planning Commission, the courtesy and respect we have for your time and service. We
know that repetitive and redundant concerns from multiple parties will not allow time for questions to
be answered thoroughly with discernable explanations. We hope that during our time with you, you will
engage us as a community and allow for thoughtful conversations to happen...
We at the Hunter Glenn community understand that growth is inevitable, and especially so considering
how wonderful Cedar City is. However, sustainable and well-planned growth is not what is currently
being proposed by Developers, who are looking to build homes in and next to our communities and then
obtain their profit and leave.
The Community of Hunter Glenn has come up with 10 key points of interest, which we respectfully
submit for your review. We ask that you take great consideration of the amicable approach and

cooperative attitude that we as a community are trying to convey.
Point Number 1:
The Cedar City 201'2 General Plan has designated the areas north of 1600 N and West of Lund Highway
encapsulating the communities of Hunter Glenn, Equestrian Point, and lron Willows as R-1 single Family
Residential homes Zoning. This has been the case for over a decade.

Point Number 2:
We, the residents of Hunter Glenn, lron Willows, and Equestrian Point, who all share borders with the
property currently under proposal for a zoning change, purchased, invested and built our homes within
these communities under the premise that the GENERAL PLAN of 2009 and 2012 was a Guideline
Document that would steer the growth of the Cedar City community in a manner that was appealing to
our preferred community aesthetic and lifestyle. We took the 2012 General Plan and its authors at their
word and considered this a good faith contract with the community and business investors that would

contribute to our communities. Currently- we as a community ask-- why create a GENERAL pLAN if it

is
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not the intent to stick to that contract, and then just allow non-residential out-of-town developers to
build according to their desired profit margins? Does this not create contention within the community
and the civil governing bodies, by not honoring what was PLANNED and AGREED TO? Doesn't going
outside of the GENERAL PLAN deteriorate trust from the community and its elected officials and their
appointed Planning members? We in these communities recognize that if there is no opposition to a
zoning change because we did not engage enough to be informed, there is little the planning
commission can do to maintain the General Plan..... We hope to remedy that at this juncture.
Point Number 3:
When the Property currently put forward for proposal was purchased by developers- they purchased it
fully knowing the General Plan Zoning Designations, and agreed to go forward with that purchase under
the same premise and understanding that we the community had. So, the decision to change the
Zoning (which is within their right to Propose) is merely a profit-generated proposal that is incongruent
with the decade-old plan we all agreed to. The Re-Zoning proposal may touch a Higher density
community that we did not learn about in time to oppose, However, this proposed property is
surrounded on three sides by R1- and RE established communities. We ask that the Governing Body
take this into consideration and STICK TO THE GENERAL PLAN designating that the Proposed parcel
remain R-1 . Once again--- we are not opposed to healthy growth- we welcome i1......
Point Number 4:
We re-iterate that the communities of Hunter Glenn, lron Willows, and Equestrian Point support the
Building of R-1 single-family homes and communities according to the General Plan. We love the ldea of
controlled expansion in our neighborhoods and inviting new members to it that share our vision for
long-term community investment. We ask that the Planning commission and City Council maintain that
end ofthe GENERAL PLAN contract as agreed so long ago.
Point number 5:
High-density housing statistically does not bring long-term community members who invest into the
communities... These homes are for persons who are just starting out and building equity so that they
can in 2-5 years sell, purchase, and move to larger homes and properties. These properties are also
statistically used as real estate investments that are owned by absentee landlords and rented to persons
temporarily (hence lease and rental agreements) ... This creates a disassociation and lack of attachment
to communities that tend to harbor reservations for long term investments and relationships in the
community at large. Hunter Glenn, lron Willows, and Equestrian Point want to welcome persons willing
to invest in the community and create relationships that will last or lifetimes.

Point number 5:
Our communities have some shared concerns. These concerns are because of the nature of the
Development process- the ways in which developers avoid engagement with existing communities and
attempt to avoid discussion and remedy of concerns. Developers are not held to the verbal or even
insinuated promises made to communities, and once a Zoning Change occurs-- it opens new
possibilities for the Developers to persist in developing in contradiction to the General Plan... For
example: A property over by the Cedar City Golf course that was changed to R-3 in order to create
Luxury condos overlooking the golf course changed hands to another developer, who did not have to go
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through the re-zoning process in order to supplant the former development with section 8 housing that
extended to 4 stories tall. Everyone knows that this was a bad placement--- but, because of previous
decisions made to change and Re-Zone, this project became a major source of contention with not only
the community- but damaged trust with the established authorities who oversee this GENERAL
PLANNING... We in our Community acknowledge the hard place that the Planning commission and city
council were put in concerning that project. We believe that this problem could have been avoided--by sticking to the GENERAL PLAN. lt is anecdotal reasons such as this that We as a community do not
trust the process of out-of-town developers to do what is morally right for our community.... Sticking
to the General Plan alleviates this possibility in many ways.
Point Number 7:
Developers have not been held to commitments given by the GENERAL PLAN when Building R-2 and R-3
high-density communities on the East side of Lund Highway or the R-3 community that jumped to the
West side of Lund against the R-L General Plan designation. lf the Developers were held to the edicts of

the General Plan, there would be Open Spaces, Parks and amenities built by the developer for the
communities as dictated on Pg 44 of the General Plan where Medium and High-density developments
are as part of the Site Plan approval process supposed to be coordinated by the planning commission
and City Council. This lack of investment has been noted by community members and was attempted to
be brought into remedy with the next point of contention.
Point number 8:
Our community members including myself, have attempted many times over the last 5 years to
purchase land within the proposed parcel for the purpose of creating private parks, trails, ball-fields and
the like in order to provide joint community space for recreation and gatherings of which Hunter Glenn
and lron Willows currently do not have access

to.

This Developer has refused to even consider offers for

remediation of the obligations for open space and amenities put forth by the GENERAL PLAN when R-2
and R-3 communities are developed. Because of this lack of cooperation on the part of the developer,
we as a community have taken note of the intention of the developer and wish to extend the

opportunity once again to either remedy this concern by allowing community members to purchase
empty lots at a fair value so we can develop according to our communities needs--- or-- simply build
according to the 2012 GENERAL PLAN as agreed with R-1 Single Family Homes......
We in the community also ask that if a PUD is available for consideration on the part of the Planning
Commission as a remedy for going forward with the zoning change, that this would create a wonderful

opportunity as a negotiation point on behalf of the community as part of the Site Plan approval process.
Point number 9:
Site Plan approvals are dictated as part of the negotiation process when High-Density Homes become
approved by Planning commissions for development (per the 2012 General Plan pg44). Hunter Glenn,
lron Willows, and Equestrian Pointe community members ask that the Planning commission make good
on its provisions stated within The GENERAL PLAN for open spaces, public or private use parks and
amenities as part of the negotiation process if the Planning commission is even considering possibly

approving this Zoning change...
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April

19th

Cedar City Council
1Oth North Main St
Cedar City, Utah 84721

Cedar City Council Members;

Gil & I, Debbie Darling live at 3435 West 1675 North, bought our home
in 2018, knowing we were buying into a single family residential
neighborhood, zoned at a R-1.
We've recently have been made aware, Cedar City Council members
are wanting to change the to building property East of and surrognding
our neighborhood to R-2 zone, allowing Multi-family housing, which
will in turn lower our single family housing area property value and
increasing the amount of traffic in and out of our neighborhood.
(Hunter Glen) Our neighborhood has many children in and out of the
homes playing in the street and with additional traffic it will increase to
possibility of accidents.
It is important to us as well as our neighbors that the Cedar City
Council reconsider the zoning the area.

Thank you,
Gil & Debbie Darling
3435 West 1675 North
Cedar City, Utah 84721

G,t l\.ua.o 0orlr

Point number 10:

lnfrastructure. 5 Years ago, the Children of Hunter Glenn were forced to leave their School .5 miles
away at lron Springs Elementary. They were forced by the School Board to be bused 8 miles in the
other Direction to Three Peaks Elementary in Enoch over the premise that Schools were overcrowded
and the influx of families to the area was the cause. Today- Three Peaks Elementary is just as
overloaded and bursting at the seams, and now the Planning commission is approving Higher-Density
Developments to an already exhausted and overburdened region. No Schools are being built with
impact fees, There are no lnterchanges and traffic control lights being places at Lund and i.600 to
control the flow traffic of which will most certainly increase. The Commercial centers that were
designated on the 2012 General Plan Map are no longer possible due to existing changes that have
already commenced against the agreements of the GENERAL PLAN. We as a community are also
concerned about the increase regular traffic will have to our neighborhood and the increased intensity
that may present itsell which will interrupt the 10-15 year safe haven our community and children have
enjoyed. We ask that the Commission take into consideration the current ZONING of R-1 and
recommend keeping that commitment, as the lighter the zoning density and the lighter the intensity of
use of a community, the less likely tragedy and accidents caused by increased traffic will befall that
community. The Outsider Developers are not taking the existing community into consideration with the
Zoning Proposal.... We ask that the Planning Commission and City Council either maintain the R-1
development Zoning for the proposed parcels, as agreed to in the General Plan Contract or assist in
negotiating remedies between the Developer and Surrounding communities who will be here far longer
than the developers every will.
open the Floor now to Questions from the Planning commission Members- but I would also so like to
convey that two of our members have also asked to voice their points of interest...
I

Thank you for your time and consideration......

Christopher Uchman
Hunter Glenn Community Member
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TO: The Cedar City Pfanning Cormission

RE Request to rercne the popefty diaoent to and east of Hunter Glen SuMivision
purchased our lct and had a honre built in 2017- Wb cfrose the Hunter Glen
locatftrn h part because the city's ptan arrenfy indir:ates thb suMivision and the
snouding aea b zoned R-l or RE
Irde

tUe rcspectfully rcquest that you uphold the plan and NOT reootnrnend the zoning be

ctnnged.
have noted there are 4 parcels in thb general area zoned R-2-2. Therefore tris tlrye
of dweloprnnt b not predrded in the area.
\l\Je

Again, please adherc to the city plan. l,Ve fud this is a oorunitrnent the city has made
to us.
Slincerely,

4*

Brian F. Myers

Kim Marie lvlyers
1708 N 3(50 W
Cedar Crty', uT l3l.721
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CAPTAlil RUIITIEII L SWDT
U.S. AIR FORCE - Retired

Deledive, Boise Police Dept - Retired
1794 N 34{n W, Cedar
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April75,202l
City Corp. Engineering
(Platning Commission)
l0 North Main Street
Cedar City, UT 84720
Cedar

Dear Planning and Zoning,

It is difficult to know exactly where to begin conceming this issue. I guess the
best place is to dive in is to obviously tell you what you have to already know. That
being my 100Y" opposition to your intended rezoning of the Hunter Glenn Phase 2
properfy area to the east of my home. I say intended because it has been my
experience that such actions initiated by planning and zorung commissions are rarely
disapproved.

Background. My wife and I moved here from Boise,Idaho because of exactly
what is going on now in Cedar City. Explosive growth. I went home when I retired from
the Air Force and began a second career with the Boise Police Dept. I retired and we
decided to move away much as it pained us because Boise was "home." 'We chose Cedar
City because it was a nice siznd, seemingly quiet and well maintained/managed city with
good folks, low crime and good police department/low crime rate. We did not make
much money on the sale of the home in Boise because it was purchase with a VA loan,
no money down, etc. Thus, we use the same process to buy this home. Just about
everyone here in this subdivision are unarguably not wealthy. We bought our homes
based on quality of life, cost, and understanding of the mnnglaws which existed at the
time ofpurchase. I was assured Hunter Glen would eventually get going on Phase two
but that the zoning was for single family homes such as existed. It seems completely
unfair to me for the city, after the fact, to just change the rules and without a doubt,
datnage our property value and quahty of life by filling up the field to the east with multifamily and multi-story units such as happened to the subdivision to the immediate east of
our area of Lund Road. Pretty much impossible to enjoy the privacy of one's backyard
with people looking down into your yard from the second floor.

These same type of zoning actions occurred time and again in Boise as it and the
other cities in the entire Treasure Valley exploded in growth. Some of the prime
farmland in the state was destroyed and filled with people firther sucking the limited
amount of water from the Snake River Aquifer in a high desert region which is not
designed to support such growth, I seem to recall some very recent issues locally
conceming our own water issues. Seems to me that one hand of local government wants
to facilitate more growth while the other hand lectures residents not to waste water and
conserve. I do not recall any instances in which residents of areas targeted for such
explosive growth were pleased with the outcomes of such re-zoning. I worked as a police
offtcer and detective in the City of Boise for almost 20 years. I watched as the population
densrty grew dranatically. I watched and dealt with increased crime in the city due
directly to the rapid increase in population. My wife and I decided to leave because of it.
As noted previously, we selected Cedar City to retire in our little subdivision since we
knew we were only eventually to find ourselves in a bit larger subdivision of single

family homes.
I arn making an assumption that you folks live in homes the values of which, nor
the your quality of life, will be negatively impacted by a huge subdivision in your
backyards of congested, multi-family buildings. I don't really care how you attempt to
camouflage Planning and Zoning's actions, the bottom line is that we the little people
lose and the people making these decisions are not hurt in the least. Even here in
conservative, religious Cedar City it seems that the big money always wins. Developers
with millions ofdollars seem always to get their way. It seems to me that changing the
rules after people have invested time, energy and money is just not fair. I realize that
sounds like whining but is simply not fair. I am sure this letter is a waste of time but I
felt compelled to at least sound offin disagreement.
Sincerely,

Russell L.
USAF-Ret.
Detective, Boise
Department -Ret.
1794 N 3400 W, Cedar City, UT 84721

April 19,2O2L

To whom it may concern,

My family and I have been resldents of the Hunter Glenn Subdivision for the last 9 years. We
have loved. our time in this neighborhood, largely because of the quiet nature and family
atmosphere.
As development continues we are concerned as a neighborhood that having multifamily homes

will increase traffic to the point of being

a safety issue

for our children in the community.

We hope that by expressing our concerns, we will be able to urge the re-zoning of this area to
make sure that it stays as single family home development.

Thank you for your consideration,
Josh, Cassie, Karson, Madison and Trevan Meredith

John B. and Judith F. South
1824 N.3450 W.
Cedar City, Utah 84721

April 19,2021
Cedar City Corp. Engineering
10 North Main Street
Cedar City, Utah 84720
Dear Members of the Planning Commission,
We are residents of Hunter Glenn Subdivision Phase 1 near the area of Hunter Glenn
parcel 1 where there is a proposed change of zone from R-1 to R2-2. We oppose this
proposed change.
We bought in this area eleven years ago understanding that the nearby property was
zoned R-l as was the property we were buying. This was one reason why we bought our
lot and had our house built in Hunter Glenn. We moved here expecting the area to remain
a low density area.

The proposed change is contrary to the General Land Use Plan of 2012, encroaching on
this planned low density area. Recent sales in our neighborhood indicate the popularity of
Hunter Glenn. There is high demand for homes in Phase 1 as it is zoned, R-1. We support
development of the land as now zoned becoming part of our desirable neighborhood.
Rezoning is unnecessary to encourage home sales here. Potential buyers should have
opportunity to purchase homes they can afford, including those who wish to buy in R-l
communities. We feelthere is value in having property with R-1 designation available in
our area. Retaining these 14.88 acres as R-1 will insure that the need for H-1 properties is
acknowledged and provided.
We recognize the need for some higher density housing in Cedar Gity. To be fair, we also
feelthere should be lower density areas available. lt is logicalto maintain this area so
close to us as R-1 expanding the existing neighborhood as planned. We feel the original
plan for this area should be honored and remain zoned R-l.

s
B

J"' rtr[tu

E S c^,'1 L\-

Judith F.South

April L9,2927

Cedar City Council
10 North Main St.
Cedar City, UT 84720

Dear Mayor Wilson-Edwards and Cedar City Council Members,
We are writing to you in strong opposition to the proposed zoning change from R-1, single family
housing, to an R-2-2, rnulti-family, high density zone, which would affect land directly adjacent to the
Hunter Glen subdivision, and could adversely harm propefi value within the sub-division itself.
We purchased our retirement home in the Hunter Glen neighborhood four years ago, confident that this
area would remain reasonably quiet and safe due to the zoning restrictions surrounding us. Had we

known the city would ever consider changing these zoning restrictions we would never have invested in
this neighborhood.
25 years ago we purchased a home south of Cedar City in the 'old hospital' location. When high-density

housing began encroaching into our neighborhood bringing the predictable increased traffic and crime
with it, we were forced to find a new home - Hunter Glen was the answer for us. Please don't force us
into again selling our home and moving elsewhere, by arbitrarily changing the zoning restrictions that
have so far protected our investment and peace of mind. We were only notified of this proposed change
by a neighbor last evening, April 18th, and wonder why City officials didn't notifo ALL Hunter Glen and
Equestrian Point residents to this sltuation, and not just a few people within 300' of the proposed zoning
change. This is a major concern for all of us.

Sincerely,
Larry and Barbara Haugen

1709N 3475W - Cedar City, UT 84727

Note:
Not only is the intersection of Lund Blvd (N 3L00 W) and W 1.600 N lacking a stop light, the intersection
doesn't even have a stop sign to accommodate the greatly increased traffic from the condo complex
expansion at Sycamore Trails subdivision directly across the highway from the property under

conslderation for the zoning change.
The potential for accidents due to the large amount of car and construction equipment traffic is too

great to ignore. Who actually benefits from this zone change, which compacts even more people and
vehicles into a compressed housing development?
An excerpt from the Cedar Citv General Plan:
Cedar City General Plan - Page 11 to the Council on December 2,2O09. The City Council adopted the
2009 update to the Cedar City General Plan on December 16, 2009. *Historically, Master Plan,
Comprehensive Plans, and General Plan have been used almost interchangeably, but the term now used

in Utah's enabling legislation is General Plan. SECTION ll-3-G General Plan Update 2012 As
recommended in the 2009 update of the Cedar City General Plan the Cedar City Planning Commission
should complete a comprehensive update to the General Plan for Cedar City every ten years and review
elements of the plan on a biannual or as needed basis. After receiving public input, appropriate
recommendations should be fonrarded to the Clty Council for adoption. The 2009 General Plan update
also stated that 'Zoning of land within the City's boundaries should be consistent with the General Plan.'
After some limited use of the 2009 General Plan Update it became apparent that some updates to the
general plan and also the City's zoning ordinance were needed in order that the two documents could
be consistently administered. Based on the recommendations from the 2009 General Plan Update a
committee was created to make a biannual update to the plan and to the City's Zoning Ordinance to
make these necessary updates. The committee consisted of the Mayor, a member of the City Council,
the Planning Commission Chairperson, the City Manager, the City Attorney, Public Works Director, City
Engineer, and City Building Official. From May 2011 to August 2012 the committee met to identify the
needed. The uodates were then presented to a citizen's committee for input. The updates

updates

were then presented to the City Planning Commission and City C-ouncil for recommendation and
approval. The updates were identified, reviewed, recommended and approved in several parts over a
period of time with the final part being approved by the City Council on September 26, 2OL2l
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Section

32-8

Planned Unit Developments (PUD)

4. PUD Development Standards and Requirements
A. Variations from the development standards of the underlying zone in which the PUD is

located may be permitted by the City Council provided the variations are specifically adopted by
the City Council as part of the approved development plan or approved supporting documents.
Variations shall not include changes in the permitted uses allowed except to the extent set forth
herein. The development standards set forth herein are not subject to variations permitted by
the City Council.
B. Residential Planned Unit Developments shall meet

the minimum lot area and maximum

density of the underlying zone.

Chapter 32 Page 33 of48
C.

Structure Setbacks.
1. Residential - No structures shall be set back less than 20 feet from the right-of-way
line of a dedicated stree!
2. Commercial/lndustrial - all setbacks shall be as required in the underlying zone,
subject to required utility easements;
3. Building setbacks of a residential PUD shall be the same as the underlying zone with
exception that perimeter property lines not designated as a front or rear property line
shall be 10 feet. Building setbacks along the perimeter property lines of a residential
PUD located in an R-1 or RE zone shall be L0 feet, except

within 100 feet of where the

perimeter property lines of the PUD intersect the public right-of-way, where the
minimum setback from the perimeter property line of the PUD line shall be 20 feet.
Building setbacks in lndustrial and Commercial PUDs shall be according to the
requirements of the underlying zone, and;
AMENDED BY ORDINANCE NUMBER 0426-17-3.
4. When an existing building is converted to a PUD and the building is nonconforming
because of setback requirements and utility easements, the building shall be allowed to
continue as a nonconforming PUD relative to the same setback and utility easement
requirements/deficiencies. All utilities shall be placed underground, where practical, as

determined by the City Engineer.
D. All PUD developments shall be served by

the public sewer system and public water supply. All
newly constructed utilities shall be placed underground. City utilities shall be metered as
determined by the City Engineer. Each building shall be served by a separate sewer lateral, sized
according to applicable code. Backflow prevention valves shall be required in accordance with
the applicable code.

E. All PUD common street, drainage, water and sewer improvements shall be designed and
installed and inspected according to applicable codes and standards.

F. Fences. A six-foot high sight obscuring masonry or composite fence shall be erected on the
perimeter of condominium, townhome, attached multi-family and attached single family
residential PUD projects. Fences shall be setback a minimum of 10 feet from the right-of-way

line of a dedicated street. The fence setback area shall be landscaped.
Chapter 32 Page 34 of 48
For residential PUD developments requiring a perimeter fence with units that front on
dedicated street the perimeter fence within the front setback area may be reduced or

a

eliminated under the following conditions:

l-Jhe

units fronting the street must be served by individual access driveways leading
directly to an enclosed garage attached to and designed to serve an individual unit.
A.

LL A driveway serving a single unit with a two-car garage shall not exceed an
on-site width of 20 feet. Driveways serving a single unit with a one-car garage
shall not exceed 12 feet. lndividual driveways shall be separated by a minimum
of 6 feet.

*

Driveway separation areas and all other areas fronting a dedicated street
must be landscaped.
2.

3.4

Driveway widths and sidewalk separation at the property line shall comply
with engineering standards.

fronting the street must have articulated elevations (multi surface
building projections) with a covered porch at the front of each unit. The full frontage of
the building shall be landscaped common area and parking and/or garages shall be in
the rear of the buildings.
B. The buildings

CHAPTER 26
PLANNING AND ZONING
ARTICLE XII. AMENDMENTS
Section 26-XIl-1
Section 26-XII-2

Procedure

Public Hearing Required Before Amending Notice

SECTION 26-Xll-1. Procedure
This Zoning Ordinance, including the map, may be amended, but all proposed amendments shall
be submitted first to the Planning commission for its recommendations, which recommendations
shall be submitted to the City Council for its consideration within thirty (30) days. For the
purpose of establishing and maintaining sound, stable, and desirable development within the
City, it is declared to be a public policy that amendments shall not be made to the Zoning
Ordinance and map, except to promote more fully the objectives and purposes of this ordinance
or to correct manifest errors. Any person seeking an amendment of the ZoningOrdinance shall
submit to the Cedar City Community Development Director a written petition designating the
change desired, the reasons therefor, and wherein the proposed amendment would further
promote the objectives and purposes of the Zoning Ordinance, together with a fee of $25.00.
The Community Development Director shall in turn transmit the petition to the Planning
Commission. Upon the receipt of the petition, the Planning Commission shall consider the
request.

Any application for a zone change must comply with the following notice requirements prior to
Planning Commission consideration:

(l)

five (5) business days' notice by the Petitioner shall be given to all
property owners of record within a 300-foot radius from the boundary of
the proposed zone change. Said notice shall be sent certified mail by the
Petitioner to said property owners, or hand-delivered to the property
owners (certificate of hand-delivery to be filed with City Community
Development Director) in accordance with the most current Iron County
Assessment Roll;

(2)

The posting of a sign(s) by the City on the property proposed to be rezoned. The sign(s) shall be posted in a conspicuous place on the property
proposed to be re-zoned. Said sign(s) shall be visible from all abutting
streets and must face every street surrounding the property. The sign(s)
shall be at least 24 inches square and be labeled with 2-inch high letters
reading "PROPOSED ZONE CHANGE NOTICE" with the zone change
notice stapled below, and;

(3)

the applicant shall pay an additional administration fee in the amount

of

$2s.00.
The Planning Commission may call a public hearing before submitting recommendations to the
City Council.

Before recommending an amendment to the ordinance, it must be shown that such amendment is
reasonably necessary, is in the best interest of the public, and is in harmony with the objectives
and purposes of this ordinance. Failure on the part of the Planning Commission to make
recommendations within thirty (30) days shall be deemed to constitute approval of such
proposed amendment unless a longer period is granted by the City Council. The fee provided
herein shall not be remitted.
Amended by City Ordinance 03-11-20-1

SECTION 26-XIl-2. Public Hearing Required Before Amending. Notice
Amendments to this ordinance may be adopted by the City Council only after submitting mailing
certifications or affidavit of mailing of notification to all property owners within 300-feet of a
proposed zone map amendment, a public hearing has been held in relation thereto before said
Council in which parties in interest and citizens shall have an opportunity to be heard. A notice
of the time and place of such hearing shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation
within the City, on the City's website, and on the City's official social media accounts at least
feu+teen{l4) ten (10) days before the date of the hearing.

