




City of Nibley Planning Commission Held at Nibley City Hall 455 West 3200 South
Nibley, UT 84321
Thursday June 27, 2024


The following actions were made during the meeting:

Commissioner Kenczka made a motion to approve the Site Plan Review for Stokes Nature Center- Nibley Outdoor Classroom & Nature Park, located at 99 W 2600 S with the recommendations of staff. Commissioner Swenson seconded the motion.

	Voting on the motion to approve the Site Plan Review for Stokes Nature Center- Nibley Outdoor Classroom & Nature Park was as follows:
		Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
		Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
		Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
	The motion passed unanimously, 3-0.

Commissioner Swenson made a motion to recommend approval of the Nibley City Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan. Commissioner Kenczka seconded the motion.

	Voting on the motion to recommend approval of the Nibley City Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Master Plan was as follows:
		Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
		Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
		Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
	The motion passed unanimously, 3-0.

Call to Order – Roll Call – Approval of Agenda – Approval of Minutes

Commission Chair Clair Schenk called the meeting to order at 6:32 p.m.

Present:	Commission Chair Clair Schenk, Commission Vice-Chair Bret Swenson, Commissioner Nick Kenczka
	
Absent:	Commissioner Tyler Obray, Commissioner Karina Brown, Commission-Alternate Troy Ribao

Staff Present:	City Engineer Tom Dickinson, Parks Manager Rod Elwood, Recreation Director Chad Wright, City Planner Levi Roberts, Assistant Recorder Taelor Killpack

Guests Present:	Chris Sands, Kendra Penry.
		 			
There was general consent for the evening’s agenda.

There was general consent for May 16, 2024 meeting minutes.


1. Discussion and Consideration: Site Plan Review for Stokes Nature Center- Nibley Outdoor Classroom & Nature Park, located at 99 W 2600 S
Mr. Roberts utilized an electronic presentation entitled Stokes Nature Center (a printed copy of the presentation is included in the printed, record copy of the meeting minutes).

His presentation included:
· Background
· Landscaping
· Fencing
· Parking
Mr. Roberts explained that the site plan exceeds the number of parking spots required by the city. The Stokes Nature Center has received permission from the LDS church to use their parking as excess parking for larger events.
· Transportation, Access
· Trails
· Utilities
· Water Dedication
· Staff Recommendation
· Conditions
· Findings

Commissioner Kenczka asked what the overall trail impact will be based on the site plan and how does the conservation easement affect the trails. Chris Sands, from Bio-West, answered that hey first wanted open trails to run on the edge of the property, but the Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) stated that the conservation easement does not allow for public access on the easement, such as a 24/7 open trail. Their main concern is with dogs on the property. The nature center will oversee access to the trails.

Mr. Sands added that the fences being proposed blend in well with the surrounding area and provides that access control. Commissioner Kenczka voiced excitement for the nature center.

Commissioner Swenson voiced concerns with the fence, cross-section, public trails, and water rights. With the previous presentation and explanations, he understands the fence and the public trail restrictions now. 
Commissioner Swenson asked if curb and gutter are a part of the cross-section, which Mr. Sands confirmed. In response to a concern from the commissioner, Mr. Sands explained that when the property to the East of the development comes in for review, a trail can be put on that property instead. Commissioner Swenson stated that the city’s Trail Masterplan will need to be adjusted if this site plan is adopted, which Mr. Roberts agreed with.

Commissioner Swenson asked how schools and churches are treated with regards to water shares. Mr. Dickinson replied that churches must give up their shares, but he is unsure about schools and will check with the city attorney. Commissioner Swenson voiced favor of taking the shares and leasing them back to the property. Mr. Sands expounded that they will use their shares to irrigate the property, and that the water usage is fairly minimal. They additionally have water rights to a spring on the property that supplies the existing pond area. The pond will work as both a habitat and part of the landscape irrigation system.
 
Commissioner Swenson asked how many shares the property has, to which Mr. Sands replied they own 3 shares through Blacksmith Fork. Commissioner Swenson asked if shares were sold on the parcel, and Mr. Sands replied that he doesn’t believe so and they are interested in quantifying the water uses and working with the city to decide what else is needed. 

Commissioner Swenson asked if staff is concerned about the amount of water shares, and Mr. Dickinson replied that he is in support of them retaining their water shares and that he hasn’t looked at the water right of the property, but he is not concerned. 
Commissioner Schenk clarified that the indoor/culinary water would come from the city which Mr. Sands confirmed. 

Mr. Dickinson disclaimed that he is on the Stokes Nature Center facilities’ committee, but he does not see this as affecting his decision to approve the water shares for this project and emphasized that his primary responsibility is to the city.

Commissioner Swenson explained that his concern is more about the property having enough water rather than worry about them keeping their shares. Mr. Roberts stated that the shares can be quantified and then written into the development agreement to ensure the water needs are met.

Commissioner Schenk asked about the yurts’ elevation, and Mr. Sands replied that one of their funders requested a concrete foundation for the yurts and there will be a crawlspace underneath. 
Commissioner Schenk asked if there will be regular hours and if the pavilions, yurts, and amphitheaters can be rented out. Ms. Penry replied that one yurt is reserved for the preschool and the other is for school projects, but the secondary yurt may be rented out with advanced notice.

Ms. Penry added that the whole property is not irrigated, currently only the Southeast corner is irrigated. They are in favor of letting nature take it’s own course.

Action:		Approve the Site Plan Review for Stokes Nature Center- Nibley Outdoor Classroom & Nature Park, located at 99 W 2600 S with the recommendations of staff.
Motion:	Commissioner Kenczka
Second:	Commissioner Swenson
Vote:		3-0
			Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
			Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
			Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
		The motion passed unanimously, 3-0.

Commissioner Schenk restated his concern with the water shares and Mr. Roberts replied that they will bring more information when the development agreement is brought to the commission.

2. Discussion and Consideration: Recommendation for Nibley City Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan

Commissioner Schenk called for a break at 7:18 pm. He resumed the meeting at 7:20 pm.

Mr. Roberts utilized an electronic presentation entitled Nibley City Parks, Recreation & Open Space Master Plan (a printed copy of the presentation is included in the printed, record copy of the meeting minutes).

His presentation included:
· Planning Process
· Existing Conditions
· Public Engagement
· New Park Locations
· Most Requested New Amenities
· NRPA recommended Amenities
· Park Maintenance
· Recreation Plan
· Preferred Master Plan

Commissioner Swenson asked if Hollow Road Park has any conditions regarding selling or developing the property. Mr. Roberts believed that there were conditions, but he is not sure what they specifically are- only that it must be for open space or parks. He doesn’t think they can sell it. 

· Open Space Preservation Priority
· Open Space Strategy
· Financing New Improvements
· Action Plan Summary

Recreation Director Chad Wright added that one thing included in this plan in the executive summary are defined priorities to highlight what is coming next and that this will be an actionable plan. He clarified that at this point any edits are up to the city, not the consultant. He voiced the need for the masterplan to have flexibility as other opportunities arise.

Commissioner Kenczka asked if it makes sense for the city to continue with smaller parks (potentially stretching resources thinner) or consolidate resources into more of a regional park or larger space. He referenced that the park in Mount Vista wasn’t used until a playground was put in. Mr. Roberts replied that the plan does focus more on concentrating resources and Mr. Elwood added that there is room in the plan for flexibility for either size. 
Commissioner Swenson voiced favor of the smaller parks for walkability and trails, and that there is a place for all of them.

Commissioner Kenczka asked how close the masterplan aligns to public needs and wants, and refers to the bike park as an example. Mr. Elwood explained that when it was first put in there were not many kids regularly there, but now it has regular attendance. 

Commissioner Swenson asked if the frisbee course by Ridgeline high school is owned by the city, and if it is used often. Mr. Elwood replied that a few of the T-boxes and baskets are on city property while some are on the high school property, and that it is used most often at night. 

Mr. Wright discussed that the city balances what grants are available for certain amenities where there is large interest (although it may not be the highest interest). He admitted that maintenance is easier with a more consolidated area rather than pocket parks and that consolidated athletic areas makes the recreation department’s job easier and develops more of a sense of community.

Commissioner Schenk asked if the regional park would be a priority with Ridgeline Park being secondary, which Mr. Roberts confirmed was the results of the public survey. Ridgeline Park is already in progress through the subdivision itself. There is space for the regional park, but utilities are not yet set up nor is funding ready to move forward on that project.

Mr. Wrights requested direction on how to approach the regional park, ridgeline park, and indoor facilities, and he recommended a phased approach to the regional park. Commissioner Schenk asked if Nibley is ahead of the rest of the county regarding indoor recreation, which Mr. Wright verified. He stated that Nibley’s focus is city-based rather than county-based, particularly at this point with gathering data. 

Commissioner Kenczka asked what the benefits of a recreation center being managed by the county versus a southern-city coalition management. Mr. Wright replied that the timeline of only the city will move the fastest, a multi-city group would move slower, and the county would move the slowest. Nibley’s relationship with Hyrum and Wellsville sets up a basis for a potential coalition, and this would allow for more resources and the center could be more substantial.

Commissioner Kenczka asked if once the Logan Rec Center is no longer through the city, will Cache county be the only county in Utah without a recreation center. Mr. Roberts replied that there is a center in Smithfield and Mr. Wright added that there are indoor facilities in North Logan, but not a typical recreation center. Commissioner Swenson commented that there might be a good reason that there is not a cache valley recreation center. The commission discussed the recreation center in Nephi and how they finance their center.

Commissioner Swenson congratulated the group on their efforts and cautioned against putting too much stock in the public survey as more kids voted versus tax-paying adults. Mr. Roberts argued that those who did the survey were mostly over 18, and he doesn’t believe the results were skewed much by this. Commissioner Swenson recommended having an estimated charge per amenity that would apply per household. Mr. Roberts continued that the purpose of the study was to see where community interest lies. Mr. Elwood added that Mr. Dickinson planned to have a cost per amenity broken down.

Commissioner Kenczka asked if park impact fees must be applied to only new parks, and if all of the park impact fees from the Ridgeline Park PUD are going to Ridgeline Park. Mr. Roberts replied that at least 75% must go to them, but it is likely that all of them would. Mr. Elwood added that they must go to new construction per state code.  
After discussing how Denver has used their impact fees, Commissioner Kenczka asked if a large rebuilt park could be created using the impact fees from other parks, which Mr. Wright confirmed. 

Mr. Wright explained that Nibley does not receive park impact fees from Logan, but Logan residents use the parks, schools, and other community amenities. These residents do need to be considered when thinking about the amount of people that use Nibley’s parks. 

Action:		Recommend approval of the Nibley City Parks, Recreation and Open Space Master Plan.
Motion:	Commissioner Swenson
Second:	Commissioner Kenczka
Vote:		3-0
			Commissioner Schenk voted in favor.
			Commissioner Swenson voted in favor.
			Commissioner Kenczka voted in favor.
		The motion passed unanimously, 3-0.

3. Workshop: Parking Requirements
Mr. Roberts pulled up a spreadsheet for the Nibley Parking Requirements that compared other cities’ ordinances to Nibley’s ordinances (found in the agenda item packet as Nibley Parking Requirements comparison). He stated that at this point, it is not wise to copy another community’s ordinance, but it is important to have data to back up the ordinances.

Mr. Roberts also pulled up a Parking ITE Manual (found in the agenda item packet as Parking_LUChart_ITE comparison) and explained how Nibley’s ordinance compares to it. He observed that the “other uses” section of the parking ordinance is based on number of employees which can be difficult to project. He requested that the commission to look for parking if a certain category fits, if there should be a new category, and if there are comparable rates between categories. He voiced favor of being proactive with the ordinance, although the city’s ordinance is more accurate than he first thought it was. Commissioner Kenczka agreed in being proactive with the ordinance.

Commissioner Swenson asked if there should be a standard for cross-sections of the road, and Mr. Roberts suggested having it as a provision for on-street parking. 
Mr. Roberts suggested having a provision in the code where an entity has the option to do a parking study that would be reviewed by the city.

4. Staff Report and Action Items
Mr. Roberts reported on the following:
· Open Space Subdivision changes adopted with amendment
· Removed stormwater basins as a possible standard
· Brigham City Training

Commissioner Schenk adjourned the meeting at 8:51 p.m. 

ATTEST:

Taelor NaRae Ogden, Assistant Recorder
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