
 

 

NOTICE OF MEETING 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF ST. GEORGE 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH 

 

Public Notice 

 

Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission of the City of St. George, Washington County, Utah, will 

hold a Planning Commission meeting in the City Council Chambers, 175 East 200 North, St George, Utah, on 

Tuesday, January 23, 2024, commencing at 5:00 p.m. 

 

The agenda for the meeting is as follows: 

Call to Order 

Flag Salute 

 

1. White Sage Terrace Planned Development Amendment and Preliminary Plat – Ryan McDougal, 

representing McHyve LLC, is requesting approval of a Planned Development Amendment and a 

Preliminary Plat to develop 51 townhome units on 5.92 acres located at approximately 2000 S Mesa Palms 

Way. The applicant is McHyve LLC. (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

a. PUBLIC HEARING:  Consider a request for a Planned Development Amendment to the 

White Sage Terrace (formerly known as Mesa Palms) Planned Development Residential 

(PD-R) zone. The applicant is proposing 51 townhome units. This property is located 

approximately at 2000 S Mesa Palms Way. Case No. 2024-PDA-002 

b. Consider a request to approve a residential preliminary plat for fifty-one (51) townhomes, 

in order to create townhome pads and delineate private, common, and limited common 

areas. Case No. 2023-PP-062.  

 

2. Del Taco Planned Development Amendment and Preliminary Plat – Fred Barth, representing Exit 2 

Del Holdings LLC, is requesting approval of a Planned Development Amendment and a Preliminary Plat 

to develop a fast-food restaurant on approximately 0.78 acres located at south-east of Pioneer Road on the 

private road, south of the existing office building and west of the I-15 exit 2 south-bound off ramp. The 

applicant is Exit 2 Del Holdings LLC. (Staff – Dan Boles) 

 

a. PUBLIC HEARING:  Consider a request for a Planned Development Amendment to the 

Sun River Commons Planned Development Commercial (PD-C) zone on the property 

described above.  Case No. 2024-PDA-002 

b. Consider a request to approve a single lot commercial preliminary plat in the Sun River 

Commons Planned Development Commercial zone. Case No. 2024-PP-001.  

 

3. Title 10 Chapter 10 Zoning Regulation Amendment – PUBLIC HEARING:  Carol Winner, 

representing the City of St. George, is requesting amend Title 10-10-1, Airport Vicinity Zones, of the City 

Code, to add Airport Lounge as a permitted use in the ASBP (Airport Supporting Business Park) zone. 

The applicant is The City of St. George. Case No. 2024-ZRA-003 (Staff – Carol Winner) 

 

4. Red Industrial Preliminary Plat – Eric McFadden, representing Premier Design, is requesting the 

approval of a four (4) lot commercial subdivision located approximately at 1630 East Commerce Drive in 

the Fort Pierce Industrial Park. The property is 20 acres and is zoned M-1 (Manufacturing). Case No. 

2023-PP-041 (Staff – Mike Hadley) 
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5. Minutes 

 

Consider a request to approve the meeting minutes from the January 9, 2023, meeting. 

 

6. City Council Items 

Carol Winner the Community Development Director will report on items heard at the January 18, 2024, 

City Council meeting.  

1. 2023-PP-028 Desert Canyons Business Park phase 2  

2. 2024-ZRA-001 Title 10 Chapter 25  

3. 2024-CUP-001 St George Musical Theater 

_____________________________________ 

Brenda Hatch – Development Office Supervisor 

Reasonable Accommodation: The City of St. George will make efforts to provide reasonable accommodations to 

disabled members of the public in accessing City programs. Please contact the City Human Resources Office at 

(435) 627-4674 at least 24 hours in advance if you have special needs. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT:  01/23/2024 
 

White Sage Terrace 
Zone Change (Case No. 2023-PDA-024) 

Request: 
The applicant is seeking approval of a PD (Planned 
Development) amendment to the Mesa Palms  PD-R zone. 
The proposal is to build 51 townhome units on 5.92 acres. 

Applicant: McHyve LLC/Ryan McDougal 

Location: Approximately at 2000 S Mesa Palms Way. 

General Plan: MDR  (Medium Density Residential) 

Existing Zoning: PD-R (Planned Development Residential). 

 
Surrounding 

Zoning: 
 
 

North R-1-8 (Single Family Residential 8,000 sq ft lots min,) 

South PD-R (Planned development Residential). 

East R-1-8 (Single Family Residential 8,000 sq ft lots min,) 

West 
R-1-8 (Single Family Residential 10,000 sq ft lots 
min,) 

Land Area: Approximately 5.92 acres. 

 

 

 
 

Location of 

PD Amendment 



BACKGROUND: 
 
The White Sage Terrace proposal was originally approved as Mesa Palms Ph.5.  The 
project was approved for 23-patio home units. In  November of 2009 the General Plan 
was changed to MDR (Medium Density Residential) which allows for up to 9 units per 
acre. In January 2014 the City Council heard and approved an amendment to Mesa 
Palms Ph.5.  The amendment was to change the product type from patio homes to 
townhomes and increased the number of units from 23 units to 53 units. 
 
This new proposal is for 51 townhome units on 5.925 acres for a density of 8.60 units per 
acre. The property drops approximately 30’ in elevation from North to South. Due to the 
natural slope of the terrain, some North-facing units will have walk-out basements, and 
some South-facing units will be designed with exposed South-facing basement walls. 
Buildings on flat terrain will have a height of 25’6” from finished grade to their highest 
point. Units on sloping terrain will have heights above grade closer to 20-25’ on the uphill 
side, and up to 34’ on the downhill side. The Proposal includes 5 6-plex units, 4 4-plex 
units, 1 5-plex unit.  The site consists of 1.43 acres of lots, 1.67 acres of roads, 0.47 acres 
of right of way (Mesa Palms Dr) and 2.3 acres of amenities and open space.  The project 
is providing the required amenities a pickle ball court, playground, and a small turf area. 
 
Please see the zoning requirement details below: 
 

Regulation Proposal Staff Comments 

Setbacks See attached site plan 

The required setbacks will be: 
Front: 15’  Garage 25’ 
Side:  30’  
Rear: 30’ 
Site plan appears to meet setbacks 

Temporary 
Buildings, 
including Cargo 
Containers 

None N/A 

Pedestrian 
Circulation Plan 

The site plan shows a 
pedestrian connection 
to Mesa Palms Dr. 

The applicant will be installing a sidewalk 
which will provide access to the sidewalk 
on Mesa Palms Dr. 

Uses 
Multi-Family 
Residential 

The proposed use is allowed in this PD-
R. 

Height and 
Elevation 

The proposed heights 
will range from is 25-
6” to 34’ depending on 
the slope. 

The original approval allowed for heights 
up to 35 feet. The PD-R zone allows for 
a maximum 40’ height. This meets 
regulations. 

Phasing Plan 3 Phases N/A 

Landscape/Amen
ities Plan 

The site plan indicates 
the location of the 
landscaping and 
amenities. 

The applicant is proposing a play area 
for kids and pickleball courts and small 
turf area. The overall site percentage for 
landscaping/amenities meets the 
requirements.   



Utilities 
Utilities are shown on 
the plan. 

All utilities will be finalized and designed 
during the JUC process. We will ensure 
this is completed during the site plan 
approval process. 

Signs 
Signage has not been 
provided.  

The applicants will be required to pull a 
sign permit when they are ready to put in 
their signs. 

Lighting 
A photometric plan 
has not been 
provided. 

The lighting will be required to meet the 
one-foot candle requirement along 
property lines during site plan review. 

Lot Coverage See attached site plan 
The PD-R zone allows coverage up to 
50%. This meets the zoning regulations. 

Solid Waste 
The site plan shows 
no dumpster 
locations. 

Each unit will have its own trash 
containers. 

Buffer Protection 
of Residential 
Property 

N/A N/A 

Overlay Zones None N/A 

Parking 

Parking provided:  
The site plan shows: 
119 stalls.  
 

The proposal is 102 garage stalls and 17 
guest parking stalls.  This meets the 
requirement.  

Access 
There are two 
proposed accesses 
onto Mesa Palms Dr. 

This complies with city requirements. 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  

 The staff recommends approval this zone change amendment with no conditions. 
 

 
ALTERNATIVES: 

1. Recommend approval as presented. 
2. Recommend approval with conditions. 
3. Recommend denial. 
4. Continue the proposed PD amendment to a specific date. 

 
POSSIBLE MOTION: 
“I move that the Planning Commission recommends approval to the City Council of the 
Planned Development Amendment to the Mesa Palms PD-R as presented, case no. 
2023-PDA-024, based on the findings and subject to the conditions listed in the staff re-
port.” 

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL: 

1. The proposed uses are permitted uses found in the PD-R zone. 
2. The proposed zone change meets the initial application requirements found in 10-

7F-5 ordinance. 



Exhibit A 
Applicant’s Narrative 

 



 

Public Comment 
 
 

Exhibit B 
PowerPoint Presentation 
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Michael Hadley <michael.hadley@sgcity.org>

Tonaquint Terrace Case No. 2023-PDA-024
2 messages

Gardner Gee <gardner.gee@gmail.com> Mon, Dec 11, 2023 at 7:44 AM
To: "michael.hadley@sgcity.org" <michael.hadley@sgcity.org>

Mr. Hadley and City Planning Commission,
While I have the concerns of a home owner with a large, relatively condensed housing development being built
immediately adjacent to my home property, I think even setting aside my personal impact there are infrastructure issues
that will negatively impact all of us in the area currently, and future residents of the proposed development, if not
addressed in advance.  
I think before approving any changes to the development the city should review costs/impacts and approve infrastructure
needs that potentially impact safety and quality of life. Currently all traffic in our large area- south of Dixie Drive and west
of the freeway- must leave by either Mesa Palms Drive or 600 West to Dixie Drive to go north. Besides some congestion
at certain times that area of Dixie Drive seems anecdotally to me to have a disproportionate number of car accidents
(though traffic data would have to be gathered to see if that's the case) and funnelling additional traffic from more compact
housing will of course add to that. 
Also while most in the area can go to either 600 West or Mesa Palms Drive this development will exit directly on Mesa
Palms Drive which is a relatively small street with no lane markings or turn lane and with no lights or roundabout to enter
either Tonaquint Drive or Dixie Drive. Besides car traffic students cross Mesa Palms near the Tonaquint Drive intersection
in order to get to Tonaquint Intermediate School.  Also, like the residents of the area, all cars and buses bringing those
students to the school from the North are funneled through 600 West or Mesa Palms Drive. 
With all this additional traffic, and the residents of such a large development having to exit their development exclusively
on Mesa Palms Drive-I think the city should first review the costs and commit to expanding Mesa Palms Drive, adding a
stop light or roundabout to the intersection of Mesa Palms Drive and Dixie Drive and either a stop light or crosswalk with
lights where students and others can safely cross Mesa Palms Drive on or near the Tonaquint drive intersection before
any additional new approvals for relatively dense housing in that development.  
Thank you for your consideration,
Gardner Gee 

Michael Hadley <michael.hadley@sgcity.org> Mon, Dec 11, 2023 at 11:14 AM
To: Gardner Gee <gardner.gee@gmail.com>

Hi Gardner,

The Tonaquint Terrace proposal was withdrawn from the meeting on December 12, 2023.  When this item comes back to
the Planning Commission meeting you will get another public notice in the mail.  If you have any questions please let me
know.

Thanks,

Mike

Michael Hadley, GISP
Planner III
St George City
435-627-4437
michael.hadley@sgcity.org

[Quoted text hidden]

mailto:michael.hadley@sgcity.org


January 16, 2024 

Members of the St. George Citty Planning Commission, 

I am writing to express my support and concerns for the proposed project known as White Sage Terrace. 

(Case No. 2023-PDA-024) I am unable to appear before you, in person, due to work commitments in Salt 

Lake on January 23, 2024.  

My wife and I own the home at 811 w Crystal Dr. This is a second home for us that we have owned since 

2009. We visit this home about once a month, as our schedules allow. This will change in the next 18 

months when we retire and move to St. George to enjoy all that our home and St. George have to offer. 

Over the past 15 years that we have owned our home, the White Sage Terrace property has sat vacant 

and untended. Frankly, it has caused us issues with blowing weeds, dust and other issues associated with 

properties such as this. We are excited to see that development is about to take place which will 

alleviate these types of issues.  

At the time we purchased our property, the White Sage Terrace property was zoned for single family 

residential dwellings. That was changed several years ago to medium density housing. At that time, we 

had some concerns. We were concerned about the elevations and orientation of the dwellings along 

with the stability of the slope that boarders our property. We made our concerns known to city staff and 

the developer. At that time, we were told by city staff that the slope stability issues would be addressed 

by requiring the developer to install a tiered retaining wall system that mirrored the retaining walls that 

are part of the Beehive Homes development that boarders our subdivision and this proposed 

development.  We were also assured, by city staff, the project would not be allowed to be built to the 

maximum elevations allowed by the new zoning. We saw the advantage of finally having this vacant 

eyesore developed. We elected to accept the explanations provided by city staff that our concerns would 

be taken seriously and adequately addressed.  

I am writing to express my continued concerns regarding the elevation and slope stability outlined 

above. We support the development as long as these critical issues can be addressed adequately. I 

recently spoke with city staff member Michael Hadley regarding these concerns. He indicated the 

elevation will not exceed 27 feet which significantly less than the 35 feet allowed by the zoning. We 

strongly support the 27 foot maximum. Mr. Hadley  could not provide me specific requirements of what 

would be done to assure the stability of the slope between our home and the project would be 

addressed. We did discuss the potential for the developer to not install a physical solution, such as a 

retaining wall, to address the issue. This gives us great concern that the slope stability will not be 

adequately addressed. This area has blue clay issues which exacerbate the slope stability issue. I would 

ask that the developer be required to install a physical barrier, such as the Beehive Home retaining wall 

system. That would provide a permanent solution that is consistent with the area.   

We appreciate your careful consideration of these critical issues. We would be happy to clarify our 

concerns if you feel it would be helpful. Please feel free to contact me if you see the need. 

Regards, 

Paul and Natalie Brenneman 

801-641-3194 
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Michael Hadley <michael.hadley@sgcity.org>

White Sage Terrace Response
Paul Zolman <zcomnow@gmail.com> Wed, Jan 17, 2024 at 12:46 PM
To: "michael.hadley@sgcity.org" <michael.hadley@sgcity.org>

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN;
My name is Paul Zolman and I live at 777 Obsidian Drive, St George, just around the corner from the proposed
development.  Unfortunately, I will not be able to attend the hearing on the 23rd.

The major concern I have about the development is the size of the road as it goes over the hill and in front of the
proposed development.  With the possibility of another 100 vehicles that would impact the road because of the
development, I think that the road needs to be as wide as it is at the intersection of Mesa Palms Drive and Dixie Drive; or
Mesa Palms Drive and Tonaquint Drive.  The skinny two lane road at the top of the hill is already dangerous to go out
without the increase of 100 new vehicles.  

Please require the developer to pay for the widening of the road because of the severe impact it will have on the traffic in
the neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Paul Zolman

https://www.google.com/maps/search/777+Obsidian+Drive,+St+George?entry=gmail&source=g
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       Preliminary Plat Item 1b 
 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 01/23/2024 

White Sage Terrace 

Case No. 2023-PP-062 

 

Request: Consider a request for a fifty-one (51) lot preliminary plat known as White Sage 
Terrace, located approximately at 2000 S and Mesa Palms Dr. The property is 5.92 
acres and is zoned PD-R (Planned Development Residential). The applicant is 
McHyve LLC/, and the representative is Ryan McDougal. Case No. 2023-PP-062 
(Staff – Mike Hadley) 

  

Location:  The site is located at approximately 2000 S Mesa Palms Way. 
. 

Property: 5.92 acres 

  

Number of Lots: 51 

 

Density: N/A 

  

Zoning: PD-R (Planned Development Residential). 

   

Adjacent zones: This plat is surrounded by the following zones: 

 North – R-1-8 (Single Family Residential 8,000 sq ft minimum lots). 

 South – PD-R (Planned Development Residential). 

 East – R-1-8 (Single Family Residential minimum 8,000 sq ft lots). 

 West – R-1-8 (Single Family Residential minimum 8,000 sq ft lots). 

 

General Plan:  MDR (Medium Density Residential). 

 

Applicant:   McHyve LLC 

   

Representative: Ryan McDougal 

 

BACKGROUND: 
 
The White Sage Terrace proposal was originally approved as Mesa Palms Ph.5.  The project was approved 
for 23-patio home units. In  November of 2009 the General Plan was changed to MDR (Medium Density 
Residential) which allows for up to 9 units per acre. In January 2014 the City Council heard and approved 
an amendment to Mesa Palms Ph.5.  The amendment was to change the product type from patio homes 
to townhomes and increased the number of units from 23 units to 53 units. This new proposal is for 51 
townhome units on 5.925 acres for a density of 8.60 units per acre.  
 

RECOMMENDATION:  
 Staff recommend approval of this preliminary plat. 

Community Development 



 

       Preliminary Plat Item 1b 
. 

ALTERNATIVES: 
1. Recommend approval as presented. 
2. Recommend approval with conditions. 
3. Recommend denial. 
4. Continue the proposed preliminary plat to a later date. 

 
POSSIBLE MOTION: 
“I move that we approve the White Sage Terrace preliminary plat request, application number 2023-PP-
062, based on the findings noted in the staff report.” 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL: 

1. The proposed Preliminary Plat meets the requirements found in Section 10-25C-3 of the 
Subdivision Regulations. 

2. The proposed project meets the lot size requirements found in Section 10-5-3 of the St. George 
City Code. 
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Community Development 

Item 2a 
Planned Development Amendment  
 

  

   
 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT:  01/23/2024  
 

Del Taco 
Planned Development Amendment (Case No. 2024-PDA-002) 

Request: 

Consider an ordinance amending an approved PD-C (Planned 
Development Commercial) on approximately 0.75 acres, for 
the purpose of adding a 2,412 ft² restaurant for a project to be 
known as Del Taco. 

Applicant: Exit 2 Del Holdings, LLC 

Representative: Fred Barth 

Location: 
Located generally south-east of Pioneer Road on the existing 
private road, south of the existing office building and west of 
the 1-15 exit 2 south-bound off ramp. 

General Plan: COM (Commercial) 

Existing 
Zoning: 

PD-C (Planned Development Commercial) 

 
Surrounding 

Zoning: 
 
 

North  PD-C (Planned Development Commercial) 

South  PD-C (Planned Development Commercial) 

East  PD-C (Planned Development Commercial) 

West  PD-C (Planned Development Commercial) 
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BACKGROUND: 
This is a request to build a Del Taco restaurant on an approximately 0.75 acres (32,668 
ft²) site. The property is located generally south-east of Pioneer Road on the existing 
private road, south of the existing office building and west of the 1-15 exit 2 south-bound 
off ramp. This location falls in Area 2.1 of the Atkinville Interchange Area Master Plan 
which was adopted in November of 2006. 
 
The site will contain the 2,400 ft² restaurant, required parking and landscaping, etc. The 
site is proposed to access off of the private drive that the office building and gas station 
access as well as cross access with the office on the north side. The applicant has stated 
that they would like the drive through portion of the restaurant to be a 24 hour operation 
while the lobby would hold more traditional hours. 
 
Please see the zoning requirement details below: 
 

Zoning Requirements 

Regulation Section 
Number 

Proposal Staff Comments 

Setbacks  See attached site plan. 
The required setbacks are: 
Front/Street Side: 20’ 
Side/Rear: 0’ and 10’ 

Uses 10-8D-2 Drive Thru Restaurant 
Area 2.1 allows C-2 uses which 
includes restaurant as a 
permitted use. 

Height and 
Elevation 

10-8D-2 
Approximate Height: 
24’  

The maximum height allowed in 
a PD-C is 50’. This proposal 
meets the regulations. 

Landscape 
Plan 

10-8D-2 
A conceptual 
landscape plan has 
been included. 

The plans show a 10’ landscape 
strip along the front of the site. 
Trees will be required to be at 
least 30’ on center. 

Utilities 10-8D-2 None shown 

All utilities will be determined 
and designed during the JUC 
process. We will ensure this is 
completed during the site plan 
approval process. 

Signs 10-8D-2 None shown  
Any signs will need to meet the 
sign regulations found in Title 9-
13. 

Lighting 10-8D-2 
Please see 
photometric plan in the 
presentation 

The lighting will need to be at or 
below 1.0 foot candles at the 
property line with dark sky 
lighting. 



PC 2024-PDA-002 
Del Taco 
Page 3  

 

Lot Coverage 10-8D-6 
The proposed 
buildings cover just 
7.38% of the lot. 

The PD-C zone allows building 
coverage up to 50%.  

Solid Waste 10-8D-6 
This development 
shows the solid waste 
location.  

The solid waste location is 
proposed to be screened with 
walls and gates. 

Buffer 
Protection of 
Residential 
Property 

10-8D-6 N/A N/A 

Parking 10-19-5 

The restaurant will 
have 1,212 ft² of dining 
space and 1,200 ft² of 
kitchen space. 
Parking provided: 25 
spaces  

The requirement is: 1 space per 
100 ft² of dining area = 12. 
1 space per 250 ft² of kitchen 
space = 5 
Required = 17, Exceed parking 
requirement by 8 Spaces   

EVCS 
And 
Bike Parking 

10-19-6 
Bike rack is shown 
near drive thru. 

They will be required to have 
conduit to one parking space 
for a future EVCS and a bike 
rack that holds at least two 
bikes. 

 

RECOMMENDATION:  
 Staff recommends approval of the Del Taco PD amendment application with the following 

conditions: 
1. That the drive-thru aisles are expanded to thirteen feet (13’) wide; and 
2. That 15 feet of landscaping is provided adjacent to the 1-15 corridor and that 

the requirements of the Parks Department are adhered to. 
. 

ALTERNATIVES: 
1. Recommend approval as presented. 
2. Recommend approval with additional conditions. 
3. Recommend denial of the request. 
4. Continue the proposed PD amendment to a later date. 

 
POSSIBLE MOTION: 
“I move that we forward a positive recommendation to the City Council for the PD 
amendment for Del Taco as presented, case no. 2024-PDA-002, based on the findings 
and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report.” 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL: 

1. The proposed use is a permitted uses found in the C-2 zone. 
2. The proposed project meets the Planned Development Commercial general 

requirements found in Section 10-8D-2. 
3. That the building meets the height and coverage requirements for the PD-C zone.  



 

Exhibit A 
Applicant’s Narrative 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Planning Commission, Mayor and City Council: 
 
Del Taco is the nation’s second largest Mexican quick service restaurant and is 
excited about the opportunity to join the Sun River community in St. George. Del 
Taco has 35 + locations throughout the state of Utah and already has many fans of 
existing restaurants within the Washington County area. Del Taco provides 24-hour 
service through drive-through, delivery and in-app ordering. Del Taco will also 
showcase a variation of the brand’s latest Fresh Flex building design. Each dish is 
prepared fresh in every restaurant’s working kitchen. Del Taco looks forward to 
bringing their favorite dishes to the great people of this community. 
 

 
  
Fred Barth 
fred@spartancre.com / 801-556-8340 

 
Spartan CRE6925 S. Union Park Center Ste 
480Cottonwood Heights, UT 84047 

 
 

 

 

  

  

 

mailto:fred@spartancre.com
https://htmlsig.com/t/000001HAC8ZG
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PowerPoint Presentation 
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Community Development  
 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 01/23/2024 
 

Preliminary Plat 

Del Taco Preliminary Plat 

Case No. 2024-PP-001 
 

Request: The applicant is requesting approval of a preliminary plat to create 

a single lot subdivision. The purpose for this preliminary plat is to 

create a single legal lot in the PD-C (Planned Development 

Commercial) zone. 
 

Representative: Fred Barth 
 

Parcel Number: SG-6-3-23-128 
 

Location: The property is located generally south-east of Pioneer Road on the 

existing private road, south of the existing office building and west 

of the I-15 exit 2 south-bound off ramp. 
 

Total Acreage: Approximately 5.17 acres (225,205 ft²) 
 

Existing Zoning: PD-C (Planned Development Commercial) 

 

General Plan: COM (Commercial)   
 

 

Item 2b 
 

Preliminary Plat  



PC 2024-PP-001 

Del Taco Preliminary Plat 

Page 2 of 3 

 

Adjacent zones: The property is completely surrounded by PD-C (Planned 

Development Commercial) zoning. To the west is the freeway.  

 

Background & Analysis: This parcel of land is located in the Sun River Commons area just 

off Pioneer Road north of Sun River Pkwy. This preliminary plat 

consists of one single lot. The proposed lot is  0.78 acres. The 

preliminary plat includes a private access drive. The proposed plat 

is consistent with the development is the area. 
 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of this preliminary plat. 

 

Alternatives: 1.  Recommend approval as presented. 

 2.  Recommend approval with additional conditions. 

 3.  Recommend denial. 

 4.  Continue the proposed preliminary plat into the future. 

 

Sample Motion:  “I move that we forward a positive recommendation to the City 

Council for the Del Taco Preliminary Plat request, application 

number 2024-PP-001, based on the findings and subject to the 

conditions noted in the staff report.” 

 

Conditions: 1.  That any corrections outlined by the Engineering 

Department are addressed and approved prior to submittal of a 

final plat. 

 2. That, if needed, utility extensions are required depending 

on the neighboring properties and their schedules. 

 3.  That a final plat is applied for and approved prior to filing 

for the subdivision with the County. 

 

Possible Findings: 1.  That the plat is consistent with and compliant to the zoning 

on the property.  

 2.   That development in the plat is consistent with the PD 

amendment previously proposed by the applicant. 
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Del Taco Preliminary Plat 
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Community Development 

ITEM 3  

Zoning Regulation Amendment 

 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 01/23/2024 
 
 
ZONING REGULATION AMENDMENT 
Airport Use Table 
(2024-ZRA-003) 
 
Amendment to Title 10-10-1  
Allowed Uses in the Airport Vicinity Zones 
 
REQUEST:   
Consider a request to amend Title 10-10-1, Airport Vicinity Zones, of the City Code, to 
add Airport Lounge as a permitted use in the ASBP (Airport Supporting Business Park) 
zone. The applicant is The City of St. George. (Case No. 2024-ZRA-003) 
 
BACKGROUND:   
For many years, the only airport in the State of Utah that has allowed airport lounges is 
the Salt Lake City International Airport. However, in 2023, the state code was updated. 
The Utah State Alcoholic Beverage Services Commission now can issue three domestic 
airport lounge licenses within the State of Utah (Title 32B-6-503). This request is to amend 
Title 10-10-1 of the St. George Zoning Regulations to add Airport Lounge as a permitted 
use in the ASBP (Airport Supporting Business Park) zone. 
 
Proposed Changes:  
The proposed revisions are shown below. The proposed addition is in green. 
 
Title 10-10-1 

Allowed Uses 
 

 
ASBP AVI C-RM 

Airport Lounge P   

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends approval of the amendment to Title 10-10-1, Airport Vicinity Zones, of 
the City Code, to add Airport Lounge as a permitted use in the ASBP (Airport Supporting 
Business Park) zone.  
 
 



ALTERNATIVES: 

1. Recommend approval as presented. 
2. Recommend approval with changes. 
3. Recommend denial. 
4. Continue the proposed zoning regulation amendment to a specific date. 

 

POSSIBLE MOTION: 

The Planning Commission recommends approval of the Zoning Regulation Amendment  
to Title 10-10-1, Airport Vicinity Zones, of the City Code, to add Airport Lounge as a 
permitted use in the ASBP (Airport Supporting Business Park) zone.   
 

FINDINGS: 
1. It is in the best interest of the city to update city zoning regulations periodically. 
2. The proposed revisions will allow the city to welcome appropriate business activity 

at approved locations. 
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ASBP AVI C-RM

Airfreight and express delivery services P P P

Airport Lounge P

Animal hospital, including care of small and 

large animals, indoor only 
P

Allowed Uses



 

       Preliminary Plat Item 4 
 

 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 11/14/2023 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA REPORT: 01/23-2024 

Red Industrial 

Case No. 2023-PP-041 

 

Request: Consider a request for a four (4) lot preliminary plat known as Red Industrial, located 
approximately at 1630 E and Commerce Dr in Fort Pierce Industrial Park. The 
property is 20 acres and is zoned M-1 (Manufacturing). The applicant is Kenneth & 
Patricia Ann Blake, and the representative is Eric McFadden. Case No. 2023-PP-
041 (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

  

Location: The site is located at approximately 1630 E Commerce Dr in Fort Pierce Industrial 

Park. 

 

Property: 20 acres 

  

Number of Lots: 4 

 

Density: N/A 

  

Zoning: M-1 (Manufacturing). 

   

Adjacent zones: This plat is surrounded by the following zones: 

 North – M-1 (Manufacturing). 

 South – M-1 (Manufacturing). 

 East – R-1-10 (Single Family Residential minimum 10,000 sq ft lots). 

 West – M-1 (Manufacturing). 

 

General Plan:  IND (Industrial). 

 

Applicant:   Kenneth & Patricia Ann Blake. 

   

Representative: Eric McFadden 

 

Comments:  Engineering had comment as a condition of approval. 

 

Planning Commission: This item came before the Planning Commission on November 14, 2023 and the 

Commissioners recommended approval of the preliminary plat.  Since the commission’s recommendations 

the applicant has added another lot to this preliminary plat and is seeking approval for the four (4) lot 

preliminary plat. 

 

 

Community Development 



 

       Preliminary Plat Item 4 
 
RECOMMENDATION PRELIMINARY PLAT:  
Staff recommend approval of the Preliminary Plat for the Venture Park with the following condition. 
 
1. As a condition of approval of the preliminary plat the owner will be required to finish the roadway 
improvements along Commerce Drive, which include asphalt pavement, curb, gutter, and sidewalk. A note 

will need to be added to the final plat that states this requirement. 
 



Red Industrial
2023-PP-041



Vicinity Map



Zoning Map



General Plan 
Map



Preliminary 
Plat



NOTICE OF MEETING 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

CITY OF ST. GEORGE 

WASHINGTON COUNTY, UTAH 

 

Public Notice 

 

Notice is hereby given that the Planning Commission of the City of St. George, Washington County, Utah, will 

hold a Planning Commission meeting in the City Council Chambers, 175 East 200 North, St George, Utah, on 

Tuesday, January 9, 2024, commencing at 5:00 p.m. 

 

PRESENT: Commissioner Rogers 

  Commissioner Nathan Fisher 

  Commissioner Austin Anderson 

  Commissioner Terri Draper 

  Commissioner Lori Chapman 

  Commissioner Brandon Anderson 

  Commissioner Kelly Casey 

 

CITY STAFF: Community Development Director Carol Winner 

    Deputy City Attorney Jami Brackin 

  Planner III Dan Boles 

  Planner III Mike Hadley 

  Planner II – CDBG and Housing Brenda Hatch 

   

EXCUSED:   

 

Commissioner Fisher opened the meeting. Commissioner Anderson led us in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Commissioner Fisher announced that Item 5 was removed from this agenda and will be heard at a later date. He 

also announced that we have two new commissioners and asked them to introduce themselves. 

 

Commissioner Casey – My name is Kelly Casey I have been a resident of St. George about 26 years, and I am 

the owner of Stout Roofing.  

 

Commissioner B. Anderson – My name is Brandon Anderson. I’ve been here in the City about 21 years.  And I 

am an owner over at Rosenberg and Associates we do engineering. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – I’ve had the pleasure of working with both of these gentlemen and they’re great to work 

with, great men and they will bring a lot to this commission I am certain. I want to welcome everyone else out 

and say Happy New Year. It’s great to see everybody. Our first item is the election of officers. 

 

1. Elect Officers – The Planning Commission will elect officers to serve in the role of Chair and Vice Chair 

during the 2024 calendar year.  

 

MOTION: Commissioner Fisher nominated Austin Anderson as Chair for this year. 

SECOND: Commissioner Chapman 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (6) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 
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Commissioner Lori Chapman 

Commissioner Casey 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Rogers nominated Lori Chapman as Vice Chair. 

SECOND: Commissioner B. Anderson  

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (6) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Casey 

Commissioner Rogers 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

 

2. St. George Musical Theater Conditional Use Permit – Jake Heward, representing Alpha Engineering, 

is requesting approval of a Conditional Use Permit to build a new musical theater building on a two-acre 

site. The project is located at approximately 974 South Main Street. If approved, the proposed building 

will be approximately 40 feet in height and 21,000 sq ft. Case No. 2024-CUP-001 (Staff – Dan Boles) 

 

Dan Boles presented the following: 

 

Dan Boles – The land use map calls for lively in this are on the Downtown Master Plan. This is the type 

of use we are looking for in this area. The zoning is C-3, the reason it is before you today is that the 

building is over 20,000 sq. ft. Please remember that Conditional Use Permits are assumed a permitted use 

assuming you can mitigate any circumstances that would need to be mitigated. Dan showed the site plan 

included in the packet. They are providing some buffers and landscape around this site; it’s not required 

because it is commercial, but they are providing it. This building is 40 ft in height to the parapet walls. 

Staff recommends approval of the Conditional Use Permit.  

 

Chair Anderson – Does the sidewalk continue on Main Street? It looks like it stops.  

 

Dan Boles – There is a 5 ft wide existing.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – When I looked at the parking they are assuming 3.2 people in each car, and 

they have 2 extra parking spaces. That doesn’t include any staff, or any performers. 

 

Dan Boles – That is included in the formula. We use the same formula for a theater as well.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – So if the house is full there is still room for parking for the performers and 

staff? 

 

Dan Boles – Yes. 



Planning Commission Minutes 

January 9, 2024 

Page 3 of 17 

 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Draper made a motion to recommend a positive approval to the City 

Council for the St. George Musical Theater.  

SECOND: Commissioner Chapman 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (7) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Casey 

Commissioner Rogers 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

 

3. 1650 W Snow Canyon Parkway General Plan Amendment – PUBLIC HEARING: Stephen Clark, 

representing Dixie Downs Limited Partnership, is requesting approval of a General Plan amendment to 

change the land-use map from LDR (Low Density Residential) to COM (Commercial). The property is 

approximately 3.18 acres and is generally located at 1650 W Snow Canyon Parkway. The applicant is 

Dixie Downs Limited Partnership/Stephen Clark. Case No. 2024-GPA-001 (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

Mike Hadley presented the following:  

 

Mike Hadley – The zoning is R-1-10, this piece exists as a remanent piece from the Artesia subdivision 

across the road there. The applicant wanted to come in and change it to commercial, he doesn’t know what 

uses he would like to do there yet but would like to know if the city is amenable to the change. If this is 

approved the applicant will have to come back through to show what they would like to do.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – Is professional office part of commercial designation for  

 

Chair Anderson opened the public hearing. 

 

Dan Cushing – I understand that the General Plan provides for guidance, and it’s basically a 3-step process. 

I feel like section 14 gives us some direction to consider. It states that small commercial buildings can be 

considered on a case-by-case basis if compatible with the neighborhood. Being this is the first step of the 

process I would think that the intent of what would be built should be known so we could know if it would 

be compatible with the community and neighborhood. Section 14.2 states that along collector streets (Dan 

continued to read from the general plan) strictly speaking Snow Canyon Parkway is a limited access road 

so probably access to the property wouldn’t go through there. 1650 North is like a 50 ft neighborhood 

access street and in my mind that wouldn’t fit into the description of a collector street for a commercial 

property. In my mind we wouldn’t want a development without knowing what they are building and 

planning there. We purchased a year ago because of the view we have from our back patio. It’s a great 

concern of what the builder might build there without knowing what it is ahead. 
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Debbie Anderson – I would actually like to thank Steven Clark for investing and developing Artesia 

Terrace. I checked on the zoning for the property that is in question and Steven Clark also knew that the 

property was residential when he bought the property. I spoke to Mr. Hadley, and he said he hasn’t seen 

the property. I invite the Planning Commission and Mr. Hadley out to see the property to see how it will 

affect the residents. He won’t build another medical building because there is already another medical 

building being built on Snow Canyon, we don’t need another. The only way he can make money is to go 

up.  

 

Jerry Ewell – I’ve never attended these types of meetings; I don’t know if the decisions have been made. 

My primary concern is the property right in front of me. I talked to my neighbors and all of us checked 

the zoning, I would have never bought if I thought it could be commercial. My point is, I don’t know how 

other neighbors feel, but if it ended up being low traffic doctor’s office, I don’t know. I’m opposed to it. 

 

Mark Taylor – I am appointed with about 8 homes that are here tonight. We had an entirely unobstructed 

view of the valley because none of the houses of Artesia were built, we knew they were coming. What we 

didn’t expect was commercial. Our covenants are pretty strict on height so that we can have good views. 

We have seen significant changes in access on Snow Canyon, more often than not we will go out of our 

way to get to the traffic light to get onto the Parkway. I can tell you that the traffic speed is 10 miles above 

the speed limit. I always drive the speed limit, that is a residential street with difficult entry, people are 

driving 20 miles over the speed limit. I am afraid someone is going to get killed there.  

 

Ron Barney – I live in the Estrella development. My concern is simply about traffic. We have witnessed 

in 3 years incredibly difficult ingress and egress. I would just state that is a concern of most if not all of 

the residents in that area. 

 

Bruce Christensen – I also live in Estrella, as many have said that is a really dangerous road. Many are 

driving 10 miles or more over the speed limit. We have 99 homes, and we have 2 accesses. The shrubbery 

that is up and down Snow Canyon Parkway obstructs the view, that is dangerous. The 1650 entrance there 

are cars, trucks, buses, trailers, whatever parked on both sides of the road there. Two cars can’t fit on that 

road anymore. Many of us are concerned how we will get in and out if something is approved there with 

a high traffic program. I would caution you to let something high traffic be developed there. 

 

Brad McDonald – I also live in Estrella, I bought thinking this would be developed residential. My 

perspective maybe is a little different. I was reminded of how I saw a video on YouTube, there is a person 

who does videos with drones, he said this is one of the most beautiful corridors in this area. I agree with 

him. I know that there are concerns in the St. George area to maintain the natural beauties. One of the 

concerns are the dark sky initiatives. The exception is as you head toward the Bluff Street intersection, 

the optometrist office has a blazing light. I know we have Maverik and the store a bit further down, that 

may be a bit less of a concern because it is further down. There is also a concern of how it would be 

developed, I could see floodwaters coming right down the street. 

 

Julia Madsen – My concerns, I walk down 1650 West every morning and afternoon. The school is down 

that street. The kids are walking with no adult supervision, they are going to get hit. There was a semi-

truck that I emailed about. Why we are here today to put commercial on that road, they will hit those kids. 

To hear you are not going to have an entrance on Snow Canyon Parkway, that means the entrance will be 

right in front of my house. I would ask that you table this item, I got my letter Saturday and didn’t have 

time to contact everyone. I would like to do a power presentation and show you the school.  
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Greg Simas – I concur with everything that has been said, I would like to keep that residential. Light 

pollution, traffic, they would end up putting another traffic modifier there. We would have 4 of them 

within a mile. There would be a lot of start and stop type accidents. It would start driving traffic into the 

residential areas to avoid the lights. Please consider keeping it residential. That is what it was made for, it 

was done right the first time. 

 

James Young – We are all concerned with welfare and safety. It would be a travesty to put more traffic 

into 1650 West neighborhood. It will filter into all the neighborhoods. If you do it will eventually be 

collected into all the streets in that area. I believe it will diminish property values. It will decrease the 

property tax income to the City of St. George which would more than offset any increase in taxes the City 

may think it would get from commercial development. I encourage you to think of that aspect also. 

 

Chair Anderson closed the public hearing. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – I am assuming the distance between the light on Dixie Drive and here is not 

enough? 

 

Wes Jenkins – We are not anticipating a light here. We were anticipating access here, there is an elevation 

change here, there will be a right in right out on Snow Canyon similar to the Maverik.  

 

Commissioner Rogers – And would that be the only access? 

 

Wes Jenkins – You could do that, but I think they would line the other access up down here with the road 

on 1650 West.  

 

Mike Hadley – Remember that if the general plan changes they will need to come back through to provide 

the zone change details.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – Just one clarification, if it didn’t change from residential the maximum height 

for residential is 30 ft? 

 

Mike Hadley – It’s 40 ft.  

 

Commissioner Fisher – I think the clarification is for the gallery, the only way to protect your view is to 

buy the property surrounding you. As much as we would like to protect that, we can’t. Whether it’s 

commercial or residential, it could be as high as 40 ft.  

 

Commissioner Rogers – A couple of things I have learned, the traffic will be compounded exponentially 

with Black Desert alone on this road. Additionally, Snow Canyon Parkway is a busy collector, and the 

industry and growth that is coming to Snow Canyon Parkway from Black Desert Resort alone and the 

activities that will occur from there will compound the traffic exponentially during those periods. I would 

estimate that maybe an 8,000 sq ft footprint of a building looking at 100 parking stalls if that was the 

scenario with 100 occupants and you kept the access Snow Canyon Parkway, and the traffic was prohibited 

from accessing 1650 North I don’t see those communities being significantly impacted. The impact on 

Snow Canyon Parkway would be very minimal once all the other activities are filled out along that 

corridor. 
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Commissioner Fisher – It’s a tough decision to consider commercial right next to residential when it could 

be right next to a person’s driveway. I agree with Commissioner Rogers, if you don’t plan well enough 

for commercial in congested areas then you will see so much traffic trying to get into town. It’s not always 

ideal to have it in your backyard, but I think when you’re planning this homes backed up to there isn’t 

ideal either. As far as the community, commercial makes sense here. It’s a difficult piece as far as access 

goes.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – Regardless of which way it goes the developer needs to come back in to show 

what he wants to do. At that time, you can come back in to talk about the night skies, the parking, the uses, 

those types of things. There is additional public input at that point.  

 

Chair Anderson – It is a tough piece and it’s surrounded by residential.  

 

Commissioner B. Anderson – I think why it is still vacant is because it is a triangle and to put residential 

in there would be tough.  

 

Discussion continued on how the piece should be developed.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – I can see the difference between this piece and the piece on Dixie Drive, this 

doesn’t have a light and if there are cars parked on both sides then maybe that won’t be good.  

 

Commissioner B. Anderson – There is room to grow there if the road needs to be wider. 

 

Commissioner Kelly – The way that I view this is that the developer wants to see if it’s worth his added 

expense to proceed any further with a commercial project in this location. If it was me owning the property 

and I had no chance to develop it commercially, why would I hire an architect to design anything? At the 

end of the day there is going to be something there. I would lean toward the opportunity for him to present 

more and see if what he presents is acceptable at that time.  

 

MOTION: Commissioner Rogers made a motion for a positive recommendation to City council for 

item 3.  

SECOND: Commissioner Fisher 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (6) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Casey 

Commissioner Rogers 

NAYS (1) 

Commissioner Chapman 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

 

4. Manning Property for Dixie Power General Plan Amendment – PUBLIC HEARING: Russ Condie, 

representing Dixie Power, is requesting approval of a General Plan amendment to change the land-use 
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map from LDR (Low Density Residential) to COM (Commercial). The property is approximately 1.22 

acres and is located on the northwest corner of Sugar Leo Road and Pioneer Road. The applicant is Dixie 

Power. Case No. 2024-GPA-002 (Staff – Brenda Hatch) 

 

Brenda Hatch presented the following: 

 

Brenda Hatch – North of the property is the Dixie Power office building. On the west side is residential 

and then on the east side you have Pioneer Road and I-15. The property is currently zoned RE-37.5 which 

is residential estates 37,500 sq ft lot minimum lots. It is on the edge of the Bloomington Ranches phase 1 

subdivision with on neighboring residential lot. Further north is Walmart and the commercial located up 

there. This property has good connectivity with the PD-C to the north and it doesn’t appear to any physical 

barriers. The property is currently Low Density Residential and the property to the north is Commercial. 

The last slide shows where they would like to use it for parking in the short term, in the long term they 

would like to expand their offices.  

 

Russel Condie – We are proposing to tie this in where it is connected. We are hoping not to move as 

everyone everywhere is growing. This is just an opportunity that Dixie was hoping to use to utilize the 

space and as we’re growing to utilize as a future office building. I have contacted and gone around and 

tried to approach all the residences that were within that 500 ft., and everybody seemed open to this and 

felt it would be a good use for that property.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – Access to that piece, where is that going to come from? 

 

Russ Condie – Great question, I anticipate that in the long run there would be access off of Sugar Leo 

Road. Today what we are hoping with just some short term we are hoping to tie off from the bottom of 

our existing property and we would have to take out probably 3 parking spots to add some additional 

overflow. If someone comes in with a trailer or something like that. We would definitely like to tie the 

two properties together and have access in between there. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – But not off Pioneer Parkway? 

 

Russ Condie – Not off Pioneer Parkway. There is actually existing landscaping in that area that looks 

really nice, so that wouldn’t be a desire at all. There is some debris and some other stuff so we would 

propose to do some cleaning up if this were approved to try and beautify the property right away. One of 

the residences was complaining about some trash and weeds and stuff like that so we would try and 

beautify it as much as we can. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – Just to clarify, as much as we would like to talk about where their access might 

come from again it is just General Plan, so they could do whatever they want. 

 

Chair Anderson opened the public hearing. 

 

Ben Dalley – We live on Sugar Leo and share our back yard with Dixie Power, we would just like more 

information before approval. If it will be single story, multi-story? Many people use Sugar Leo as a cut 

through for Man O War, for customers or offices. We spoke to many of the neighbors, and they would be 

concerned as well.  
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Amy Dalley – I agree with what he said. I think after talking to a lot of our neighbors in the area who had 

spoke with Russ previously it was proposed that it was going to be a parking lot which it has been used as 

for quite a long time now. It doesn’t seem to be an issue but knowing that once it gets changed into 

commercial zoning the regulations will be changed to commercial zoning rather than residential zoning 

and so it will be a lot harder to fight. In my opinion it makes our voices not quite as loud because at that 

point and time it’s already commercial zoning and we won’t be able to say stuff. Where he is saying they 

are going to put the entrance on Sugar Leo, that’s a concern for me as a mother. We already have people 

coming down that road, but in addition to that Sugar Leo is a residential road, even if there is commercial 

that is already behind it, nobody is using Sugar Leo commercially. This would change that.  

 

Vicki Butterson - I’m the first residential circle after Dixie Power, I wasn’t really prepared to speak but I 

didn’t know if you were going to vacate your current occupancy and move it or extend your property. 

They maintain their property well. I would be concerned about an access on Sugar Leo as well.  

 

Ben Dalley – Russ has done a great job of informing us, but I do know that there are people moving in 

that would like to be informed on the matter. 

 

Chair Anderson closed the public hearing. 

 

Brenda Hatch – If this is approved through you and the City Council it would come back for a zone change, 

there would be more detail at this time. Most likely it would be a Planned Development Commercial so 

you would see very specific details such as the elevations, all the access, everything that would pertain to 

the entire site because Planned Developments are very specific.  

 

Commissioner Fisher – At this stage the issue is whether it makes sense to have commercial in this area 

and an applicant isn’t required to come in with any other detail except commercial. As Brenda had said, 

if this is approved for commercial when they come in for zoning, type of zoning they would be steered for 

would be PD, which means then they will have to bring in all the detail and it allows the City to consider 

kind of use they want and how it is designed in order to make it harmonious with the residential area 

around it. That is where you will see the details at that stage there. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – If they determine right now that they want to use it for a parking lot do they 

have to have any additional anything?  

 

Chair Anderson – Yes, they would have to change the zone. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – And then if they plan to do a building? 

 

Carol Winner – They would need to if they chose to do a Planned Development, which most likely they 

would because that is what they currently have on the other property. If you choose a straight zone you 

don’t have to. 

 

Chair Anderson – Is there a requirement that an access has to be a certain amount of feet from an 

intersection?  

 

Wes Jenkins – When I first met with Russ, it really doesn’t meet our access management policy for this 

type of road. However today Cameron and I looked at the average trips along the road, they are about 

12,000 a day. This is an arterial street, but the trips are very low, so Cameron and I looked at it today and 



Planning Commission Minutes 

January 9, 2024 

Page 9 of 17 

 

we may give them an access off of Pioneer a right in right out or maybe even a full access on Pioneer. We 

will look at that when they decide to build their building. Most of Bloomington is built out, it will probably 

stay around 12,000 trips. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – Just so I am understanding, you wouldn’t be completely opposed to accessing 

Pioneer if things stay the same? 

 

Wes Jenkins – Yes, we would look at it.  

 

Commissioner Anderson – I am concerned about dumping traffic on Sugar Leo. 

 

Russ Condie – I don’t know if Dixie has any preference of where they would like to access the lot, if it 

can come off of Pioneer I think that it would be fine.  

 

Chair Anderson – If this is going to be parked on it would need to be paved, right? 

 

Carol Winner – Yes.  

 

Commissioner Rogers – On Pioneer Parkway and being right adjacent to a commercial zone, it makes 

sense. I am mindful of the access on Sugar Leo. 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion to recommend approval of Item 4 for Dixie Power. 

SECOND: Commissioner Rogers 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (7) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Casey 

Commissioner Rogers 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

 

5. Old Farm General Plan Amendment – PUBLIC HEARING: Bill Clark is requesting approval of a 

General Plan amendment in order to change the land use map from LDR (Low Density Residential), MDR 

(Medium Density Residential), and PK (Park) to COM (Commercial), MHDR (Medium High Density 

Residential) and MDR (Medium Density Residential). This proposal would convert a portion of the 

existing LDR and MDR areas to COM, convert some areas of LDR and MDR to MHDR, and convert 

portions of existing LDR to MDR. The area designated for a park would be shifted south and the existing 

park designation would become LDR. The total area of change is approximately 54.56 acres, generally 

located on the West of 3000 East and between 2000 South and 2450 South. The project will be known as 

Old Farm General Plan Amendment. Case No. 2024-GPA-004 (Staff – Dan Boles) 

 

THIS ITEM WILL BE NOTICED AND HEARD AT A LATER DATE 
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6. Les Schwab Tire Center Zoning Map Amendment – PUBLIC HEARING: Zach Graham, representing 

Les Schwab, is requesting approval of a PD (Planned Development) amendment to the Sun River 

Commons Planned Development Commercial (PD-C) zone. The property is approximately 1.92 acres, 

located approximately north of Sun River Parkway and east along Pioneer Parkway. The applicant is Sun 

River Commons. Case No. 2024-PDA-001 (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

Mike Hadley presented the following: 

 

Mike Hadley – The general plan designation is commercial. They will have a larger building here that will 

service larger vehicles and RVs. This is the proposed tire storage. It will be cleaned out weekly or 

biweekly. Their plans show compliance with the landscape and photometric codes. We worked with the 

SunRiver HOA, and they wanted a condition added regarding the large trucks. We added a condition of 

approval that the large trucks will turn right onto Pioneer Rd and then access the Freeway at Brigham Rd.  

 

Chair Anderson – The freeway is only a couple blocks away.  

 

Mike Hadley – We are still working with them on the access, we did have a right in right out that we 

removed.  

 

Zach Graham – We will have a neighborhood meeting with the SunRiver neighborhood before we go to 

City Council because Les Schwab wants to be good neighbors. One of the things I want to point out about 

Les Schwab is that they promote from within. 50% of the store is owned by the store manager. The store 

manager has to work every job in the store. What I’m showing here is the access road and the widening 

of the local access road. New tires are all stored inside the main building. Used tires are all stored in the 

outdoor 8ft CMU area, those are picked up once per week depending on how busy the store is. New tires 

are dropped off weekly. Because this is a large 53 ft trailer that will come in they will have to access here 

and head out to the north. This is a CMU building, the architecture is matched, and the steel doors are 

fully enclosed so that you can’t see inside. This is a big store for Les Schwab. There will be two signs on 

the site plan they conform with the signs for SunRiver Commons. They will be approved separately and 

installed by the developer. I wanted to talk about noise. They like to operate with the doors open. They 

are open from 8-6 Monday through Saturday. The sound is about 64 decibels.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – Is there a radius that they could go back south and go on the freeway or is that 

not possible with that configuration? 

 

Zach Graham – Putting a median in the road takes the control to make it only right in and right out.  

 

Chair Anderson – Is the median only here or will it go the full length? 

 

Wes Jenkins – It doesn’t meet our access policy, so it would only qualify for a right in right out so we are 

comfortable for them to give us the money and we will put it in when it is determined that it’s necessary 

to be put in.  The SunRiver folks are required to build that private road and access so we will get with 

them to put in some road base for turnaround in case someone gets in there and realizes that they are in 

the wrong place, so they don’t need to go through the site.  

 

Chair Anderson opened the public hearing. 
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Curly Carey – I want to say thank you Les Schwab for coming. They are a great corporate client and a 

great company. I want to say thank you to Zach for talking to us and making sure that the traffic doesn’t 

turn around and come into our residential subdivision. I think that is a great idea Wes had about putting 

that turn around in there, you never know who will get in there and get stuck. 

 

Chair Anderson closed the public hearing. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – I am a little concerned about the non-relief of the building on the back side of the 

building along I-15.   

 

Chair Anderson – So it looks like we have just the one bump out for the high base. This is where we have 

a hard time blowing up these elevations. It looks like the green is CMU and that, is there some metal on 

that, maybe under the Les Schwab sign? Maybe the applicant can come up. 

 

Zach Graham – The truck service area itself, that 80 ft. portion is metal and then the rest is CMU. It’s a 

variation of CMU between the color and also split face to ground face block.  

 

Chair Anderson – Is it a core 10 type product? 

 

Zach Graham – On the metal siding?  

 

Commissioner Rogers – No, it’s just aluminum siding. 

 

Commissioner Kelly – Is this color scheme the same as your Cedar City location? 

 

Zach Graham – It is similar, with specific modifications for the SunRiver development and their design 

standards. Specifically on those modifications, on this rear elevation, the gray on the one side and then 

maroon color on the other side then on the front kind of breaking that up more. It’s specifically for them 

they wanted more of that banding around the top and the side there. It is very similar to Cedar City. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – I’m just wondering if Commissioner Rogers was satisfied with looking at that rear 

elevation or whether we are looking for something else. 

 

Commissioner Rogers – Last year we were concerned about the aesthetics along I-15 on the opposite end 

of St. George. There was some screening, there was some landscape that was required and requested. I 

would like to see some more relief on that backside, in addition to that some landscaping and trees.  

 

Mike Hadley – If the commission wants we are happy to work with the applicant to add some design 

features on that rear portion along the freeway if you wanted to make that as a condition. They do have 

landscaping here, they have about 28 ft of it with the 6 ft minimums near the building in the rear.  

 

Commissioner Fisher – I agree with Commissioner Rogers, some relief in the structure itself on that rear 

side but also combined with some creative landscaping, not one or the other but both. 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Rogers made a motion to forward a positive recommendation on item 

number 6 Les Schwab Tire Center rezoning amendment with the requirement that they address 

additional relief in the structure on I-15 with some rhythm of columns or materiality breaking that up 

as well in addition to that with some landscaping and trees.  
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SECOND: Commissioner B. Anderson  

Chair Anderson – Can we add Wes’s roundabout there? 

Commissioner Rogers – And a requirement for a turnaround into the SunRiver development.  

Commissioner B. Anderson – Second  

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (7) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Casey 

Commissioner Rogers 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

Chair Anderson – We will skip ahead to Item 8. 

 

7. Title 10 Chapter 25 Subdivision Regulations Zoning Regulation Amendment – PUBLIC 

HEARING: Consider a request to amend portions of Title 10, Zoning Regulations, to amend the 

subdivision regulations for the purpose of updating the development review process. The applicant is the 

City of St. George. Case No. 2024-ZRA-001 (Staff – Carol Winner) 

 

Carol Winner presented the following: 

 

Carol Winner – We are proposing to amend them now because our deadline is February 1, 2024, by the 

state. We know that there are going to be changes that will be necessary. Let me first mention that the City 

Council has not had this presented to them in a work meeting. We didn’t have time on this one. I wanted 

to go over the highlights. The most important change that is happening is that all the preliminary plats will 

stop here. The Land Use Authority for those will be the Planning Commission. We thought you were a 

well-functioning body so that is why you got that. The whole purpose of this was to increase the 

development process for residential developments and so the State code is only addressing residential. 

Because it would be way too difficult for us to have separate development processes for residential and 

commercial/industrial we just put it all as one. We will keep the same process for everything. We are 

changing the subdivision regulations to be development regulations. When an applicant submits a plat we 

have 15 days to look at the plat. We give them our feedback then they can resubmit everything. If they 

didn’t address everything then we make it as a condition. This is for any development besides a Planned 

Development. That takes a longer cycle, everything has to be addressed with a Planned Development.  

 

Commissioner Fisher – In that cycle what kind of time period do we have to go back and forth?  

 

Carol Winner – We’re hoping it will be as quick as possible. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – But could they submit a change, and we sit on it for 6 months? 

 

Carol Winner – No, the idea is, we don’t have specific timelines on things. We did have a working group 

with the developers. They gave us their opinions. So, on something like this, they submit the preliminary 
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plat, we have 15 days to look at it, and I’ll remind you that the reason we added the preapplication meeting 

is so that most of the items could be addressed before the applications are turned into to us. When this 

legislation first came out staff was very concerned. In the past we have been short of staff. We have had 

so many plans and so few engineers it was taking a long time to even get to the first reviews. We don’t 

want anything to be stuck in one of those forever cycles. We hired a new engineer and we’re hoping to 

hire a new planner.  

 

Commissioner B. Anderson – So if one staff member doesn’t do a review then does it not matter? 

 

Carol Winner – Here is the thing, if one person isn’t responding it is the job of the planner to get on that 

person to say if you don’t give a comment then you don’t get to comment later. You can’t bring it up later 

on if it wasn’t brought up in the first review. That will be different than what we have done in the past. 

The 15 days is preliminary plats and then the final plats and the construction drawings will be 20 business 

days. Then once we get it back to the applicant they have 20 days as well. There is a stipulation that the 

cycle can only go 4 times. All the comments must be addressed for the time to start. There are a couple 

things that are last minute changes. 10-25-A3 Legal conforming status of development lot or parcel, we 

have been asked to take that out, it doesn’t change anything because it is a state law, you would still not 

be able to develop on a lot that was legally subdivided.  It was put in to reaffirm what the state says but 

we will take it out, it doesn’t change anything, we still follow the state. 

 

Chair Anderson – So you are just deleting that whole paragraph? 

 

Carol Winner – Yes. And the other change that I was going to mention is the preliminary plat approval 

and it is 10-25C-3, and it is A, which is the preliminary plat requirements, it lists on that page and then it 

goes through over to page 9 all of the requirements that we want to see on the preliminary plat. We have 

created a list, the engineering department I should say has created a list that coincides with all of our 

requirements. This list that is here and then there is a few redlines here and there, that’s what has been in 

our subdivision regulations but it’s not really what we are looking for. 

 

Chair Anderson – Do we have the new list? 

 

Carol Winner – I don’t have the new one with me.  

 

Chair Anderson – I know there was some discussion that we were going to require construction drawings 

with the preliminary plat, did we change that or is that what is going in? 

 

Carol Winner – We will require construction drawings, but it won’t be the full set. Wes can tell you more 

what we will be looking for.  

 

Wes Jenkins – Basically we will anticipate 3 drawings, an overall grading plan that kind of shows how 

we want to grad our property, this is what we want to do. And then an overall utility plan that shows the 

utility mains and then a site plan that is kind of bare that shows the layout of the lots and all of that. So, 

you’re not putting too much into it and getting all the details. We’re hoping that it gives us enough 

information that we can give valid comments but that they don’t have to spend too much money.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – On section C the preapplication process says they have to get all the approvals 

before the preapplication process, is that standard? 
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Carol Winner – Yes, that is standard, this doesn’t apply to Planned Developments. The preapplication is 

for the preliminary plat so they would need the zoning in place to plat it. 

 

Chair Anderson – So when the applications come in does one of the Planners shepherd it through all the 

departments? 

 

Carol Winner – Yes, the application will come through and a Planner will be assigned then the will be 

responsible for the application, and keeping track of it where it should be with the departments and 

reviewing. One thing that will be nice is we will have the in-person meeting so it will be everyone together.  

 

Commissioner Fisher – In the past were the planners involved before? 

 

Carol Winner – In the past it was engineering. We have pretty good communication with them.  

 

Commissioner Chapman – So now there is a timeline where they will have to address the plans within 15 

or 20 days? 

 

Carol Winner – Yes, 15 days for a preliminary plat and 20 days for a final plat.  

 

Commissioner Fisher –  

 

Carol Winner – And there has been discussion that let’s come up with something that works for the City 

of St. George. 

 

Commissioner Chapman – Do we have manpower to actually get to them within 15 days? 

 

Carol Winner – That is a really good question. It’s not a surprise that we are slowing down, it’s a really 

good time to try this out.  

 

Commissioner Draper – How do you see this impacting the flow of work this body will review? 

 

Carol Winner – I’m hoping it improves it. The whole reason was to get us on the right path in the 

beginning. It makes sense on paper. Everyone doesn’t like that the state has put timelines on us. I think 

this is what developers want, they want to know how much time it’s going to take.  

 

Commissioner Draper – It seems like there will be efficiencies that will be gained. So, we may have more 

items come through this body? 

 

Chair Anderson opened the public hearing. 

 

Stacy Young – I just wanted to underline some of Carol’s comments and add some of my own. We 

approached St. George City to see if they would invite us into the process. Another entity said we just 

won’t find your application complete, then the clock won’t start. St. George has never taken that tactic. I 

think the other thing that we agreed in the first meeting or two, one, everyone is kind of interpreting this 

differently, so we really wanted to solve the issue. I think we would from the developer’s side spend a 

little more money up front but have higher certainty than we have had. Once you make comment the City 

is held to the comments they make in the first round. That in-person pre-application meeting will help, 

also the City is putting into writing what constitutes a complete application. I think we will get better plans 
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up front, and I think we’ll get through it more quickly. We appreciate that you would consider removing 

those couple of provisions that Carol flagged. Without getting in the weeds of it, we agreed that you can’t 

sell illegally subdivided lots, but we want to keep that discussion for another day. I think those were the 

main discussions. We really appreciate Carol, Wes and Jami. This is something we can build upon and 

take into other parts of the land use and development process.  

 

Chair Anderson closed the public hearing. 

 

Commissioner Fisher – I appreciate all the work the staff has done to put this all together. I know Stacy 

has done a lot of work on this also.  

 

Chair Anderson – St George usually leads the county for sure over any other cities. I think our planners 

do a good job.  

MOTION: Commissioner Chapman made a motion to the City Council recommend approval of Item 

7 with leeway for staff adjustments as necessary, 10-25-A-3 struck from the document. 

SECOND: Commissioner B. Anderson 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (6) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Casey 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

 

8. Desert Canyons Business Park Phase 2 Preliminary Plat – Ken Miller, representing DSG Engineering, 

is requesting approval of a thirteen (13) lot commercial Preliminary Plat. The property is approximately 

59.49 acres and is located north of Airport Parkway and northwest of Southern Parkway. Case No. 2023-

PP-028. (Staff – Mike Hadley) 

 

Mike Hadley presented the following: 

 

Mike Hadley – The zoning is CRM; the general plan is commercial.  You may remember a while back we 

came in with another phase of this business park.  

MOTION: Commissioner Rogers made a motion to recommend a positive recommendation to City 

Council. 

SECOND: Commissioner Chapman 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (7) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 
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Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Chapman 

Commissioner Casey 

Commissioner Rogers 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

 

9. Minutes 

 

Consider a request to approve the meeting minutes from the December 12, 2023, and the December 19, 

2023, meetings. 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Draper made a motion to approve the minutes from the last meetings. 

SECOND: Commissioner Fisher 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (7) 

Commissioner Andrus 

Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Lori Chapman 

Commissioner Casey 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 

 

 

10. City Council Items 

Carol Winner, the Community Development Director will report on items heard at the January 4, 2024, 

City Council meeting.  

1. 2023-PDA-023 Viviano at Red Cliffs  

2. 2023-PP-042 Viviano at Red Cliffs  

3. 2023-ZC-017 Red Pine 5-6 R-1-10 Zone Change   

4. 2023-ZC-019 Lex Ence Property  

5. 2023-PP-043 Sun River Commons Les Schwab 

 

11. Adjourn 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Fisher made a motion to adjourn 

SECOND: Commissioner Chapman 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

 AYES (7) 

Commissioner Andrus 
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Commissioner Fisher 

Chair Anderson 

Commissioner Draper 

Commissioner B. Anderson 

Commissioner Lori Chapman 

Commissioner Casey 

NAYS (0) 

Motion Carries Unanimous Vote 
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