CEDAR CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES – July 2, 2024

The Cedar City Planning Commission held a meeting on Tuesday, July 2, 2024, at 5:15 p.m., in the City Council Chambers, 10 North Main, Cedar City Utah.

Members in attendance: Councilmember Robert Cox, Adam Hahn, Tom Jett, Jennifer Davis, John Webster, Jim Lunt, Wayne Decker

Staff in attendance:  Kent Fugal-City Engineer, Randall McUne-City Attorney, Donald Boudreau-City Planner, Amber Ray-Executive Assistant  

Others in attendance: Steven Owens, Elizabeth Stothers, Lorayne Russo, Arlo Fawson, Robert Garber, Ana Garber, Ray Gadner, Leah Olney, Tony and Cherri Wittmore, Charlisa McConnell Robertson, Randal Cagle, Rosie Tippets, Stephanie Hill, John Hill, Devin Claffey, Stephanie Weatherly, Judy Higbee, Chris Sorenson, Kari Berry, Mavourn.. Lamb, Doug Hammond, Stephanie Olsen, Linda Kaczmar, Roger Thomas, Dave Clarke, Bob Platt, David Chatfield, Richard Ellis, R. Scott Phillips, Heather Conrad, Liz Garcia, Nathan Garcia, Susan Barker, Stephen Gwin, Jay Kovar, Carter Wilkey, Rick Wilson, Ryan Malin, David Tufte.

ITEM/REQUESTED MOTION	LOCATION/PROJECT	APPLICANT/PRESENTER

· [bookmark: _Hlk501708498]Pledge of Allegiance – the pledge was led by Davis.

I. REGULAR ITEMS

1. Approval of Minutes (dated June 18, 2024)
(Approval)

Commissioner Cox motions to approve the minutes from the June 18th meeting; Davis seconds; all in favor for unanimous vote.

2. PUBLIC HEARING
	Zone Change			266 N 300 W 				Giles/ GO Civil
CC to R-3-M			Ram Rental 
(Recommendation) 

Arlo Fawson: We have a piece of property. Near Rolling Rubber, L shaped property. Currently zoned commercial. There used to be a residence there. It has since been torn down. The owner would like to put duplexes on it. We are proposing a zone change from Central Commercial to R-3-M. It is in conformance with the General Plan. 
Don: We have three high density zone changes on the agenda tonight. I wanted to give you insight on what the ordinance says about High Density. We don’t have general open space as part of the zoning. The general plan is the overarching plan. I just wanted to put that out there. The city will rezone for densities for moderate income housing. There are stipulations set forth by the state. We will consider appropriate amendments. That doesn’t mean entertain each one we get. In that same element there is a goal in 95 for zoning about protecting and preserving the residences of existing neighborhoods. The city doesn’t have concerns with utilities and infrastructure at this time. 
Lunt: How big is the property? How many units?
Arlo: I am not sure. Three duplexes. 
Lunt: You will have the parking?
Arlo: We will have an agreement for the access if it sells. 
Cox: They can only build if they have the correct parking. 
Randall: .3 acres

Public Hearing Opened
Public Hearing Closed

Davis motions for a positive recommendation for the zone change from Central Commercial to R-3-M; Jett seconds; all in favor for a unanimous vote. 

3. PUBLIC HEARING 										
Final Plat Extension		Shurtz Canyon PUD Ph 1		Choice Lifestyles		
(Recommendation)

Hahn: Disclosure, my company does significant work for Choice Builders. I will not vote on this. 
Roger Thomas: Request to extend final plat for Phase 1 Shurtz Canyon. I met with Randall and asked what I needed to do to extend. We are proposing a PID, so we can get bonds and sureties in place. 
Cox: Traditionally we have offered an extension when a significant amount of work has been done. 
Randall: In certain areas we have extensions, like building, but before the council only one, and it was done in June or May. Part of the reason I think you may see more is because water rights went up two years ago. It was a large jump, we got applications at that time. Legally, we have built in the ability to change vesting rights. That is where the two year part comes in. The city council retains the right for vesting rights. If it is established within the city and promotes the city ordinances. You don’t have authority, but I am guessing council would like to hear your thoughts. The only concerns I have, when you do these, one of the only ways we make sure things are moving forward is when we put limits on it. Like Mr. Cox said, are they making progress? That is what vesting does. Since then, water rights, sewer, water, all those things can change. Has he made it far enough along? Don’t make it so broad that we lose the limitations. 
Roger: For a good comparison, we have paid our fees in full. Other than surety. All those were paid at final plat. 
Cox: So you already bought the water. 
Decker: How much infrastructure have you put in?
Roger: Roads, detention basin, sewer. 

Public Hearing Opened
Public Hearing Closed

Jett motions for a positive recommendation for the final plat extension until May 24,2025; Davis seconds; all in favor for a unanimous vote. 

[bookmark: _Hlk170136598]
4. PUBLIC HEARING 
General Plan Amendment		170 S 100 W				Higbee/ Platt & Platt
	Mixed Use to HD Residential	Pocket Neighborhood
	(Recommendation)

5. PUBLIC HEARING 
	Zone Change			170 S 100 W				Higbee/ Platt & Platt
CC to R-3-M			Pocket Neighborhood
(Recommendation)

Ray Gardner: We want to revive an old lot in the middle of central commercial that has been derelict for years. In order to do that, we request a land use change from Mixed use to High Density Residential and zone change from Central Commercial to R-3-M. I think most of you are here for this item. This is the old Garden House. We want to put in 7 two story apartment units. 900 square feet. Single detached units. This zone change would allow for multi-unit type building, but we aren’t suggesting that. Parking meets current restrictions. Common space for gardening. Southfield irrigation goes down the back of the lot. We want to echo the style and period of the neighborhood. This is way under the max allowed for the zone change. I grew up through the block for the first 20 years of my life, then 40 years in the office at the same location. I have a longing that that property be brought back to something useful. Something that the neighbors can be proud of. 
Davis: Have you thought about proposing a DA?
Ray: What we would like to do that tonight, there was a mix up, but we want to table the motion until the next meeting to allow the owner to be here. He is agreeable to the Development Agreement. He has no intentions of a bait and switch. It allows the 7 units and plenty of open space. 
Decker: 14 parking spots for 7 building, does that meet requirements. 
Don: 1.3 parking per bedroom. We will make sure that is meets the requirements before approval.
Lunt: I commend you for trying to keep the flavor of the neighborhood. Provides housing but keeps charm of historic district. 
Ray: That is exactly what we are wanting. 
Don: This is not following the general plan. A little background, mixed use zone used to be a free for all. You could do High Density residential. We changed it. If someone wants to do purely residential, it would limit it to 5 units. We have a site plan in place. To keep this product, because High Density zone would allow for more than 7, you could do a development agreement to hold them to it. 

Public Hearing Opened
Tony Wittmore: Are they going to be rentals or sold separately. 
Ray: Rental Units. Not Sold.
Liz Garcia: I appreciate the aesthetics, but I still oppose changing the zone to high density. This is a historic neighborhood. I think we should protect our homes. The negative impact it would add by adding 7 units to a piece that just had one. It looks like it is going from Commercial to R-3 but it was a big home. I think the irrigation is just on my side of the property. They said that have irrigation, but I don’t think they do. 
Steven Leonard: You mentioned development agreement, what is that
Randall: Essentially it binds the city and the owner. Saying, this is what you can or can’t do. If the council approved, yes you are R-3-M but you can’t do everything that is allowed in an R-3-M. 
Steven Gwin: How long does it last?
Randall: It runs with the land. As long as the future council doesn’t change it. It can say 7 units, this layout, that can be in the development agreement. It is limited by strength of future council. 
Steven: Is it currently mixed use? 
Don: The guide is mixed use, which would allow for purely residential. Commercial you can put it 50 feet tall, no density requirements. On this lot it is so small, not possible on this property. 
Steven: The General Plan can be changed with the snap of a finger with the council. I think the concern for me, I am impressed with the trouble they have gone to to maximize units and still be financially viable, and match the neighborhood. But I would want to lock in the Development Agreement, since you could go so much higher. We have been burned. I personally have talked with a developer who told me one thing and did another. I appreciate people trying their best to work with the neighborhood. I would not be in favor without the Development Agreement.
Chris Sorenson: Does the change to the General Plan affect everything? Is it just this piece of property?
Don: Yes, just this piece. 
Chris Sorenson: Central Commercial is the zone for business purposes. As it is now and intended. We have building going on, and 18 cars parked on the street. I like the plan. I would like to see parking off the street. He will raise rent, so they have to have two per room, and the required parking will then not meet it. That road is designated for a bike lane. They city has not changed the ordinance. Now putting kids in the bike lanes in the middle of the road. If they can guarantee that there won’t be four cars in each residence. You can make a recommendation because it looks good, with the onsite parking. But you need to take into consideration that there is not enough parking required. I shouldn’t have to worry about parking in front of my own house. What is the district? Now we are going adjust the master plan. If these things come up, if it against the master plan, why change it? We just changed it a year ago. I think there are other considerations that you need to think about before you change districts and amendments. I think a Development Agreement is needed. It has been brought to my attention that a Conditional Use Permit is now a Development Agreement.  
Devin Claffey: The building we are doing in Cedar City it ridiculous. In Cross Hollows this is a perfect example. Houses on one side, and town homes packed in with no parking on the other. I would like you to put in more single family homes. Let’s keep Cedar City a small town. Like Tagg n Go, I used to have a nice view, now, I see their three-story building. 
Judy Higbee: I live on 200 W. When I got the letter I was surprised. Several years ago we worked to get an ordinance change to protect the historical area. We were successful. This plan is super, my only concern is that we are going to snowball. 7 houses, I would prefer purchased rather than rentals. Several people formed a Historic Preservation District. I first came here in 1974. I love Cedar City. I have seen a lot of destruction of the wonderful history. I don’t see a lot of respect for the history. Every time something gets in the way, or a developer comes in with money, they tear it down. This town is rich in history, it brings tourist in, that is your money. Just because someone comes in with a plan to build something bigger, you are destroying something fabulous. I think we need to look at guidelines. What does historic preservation mean? We have to say this has historic meaning, spiritual meaning, for this town. If we change for this one lot, in a year or two someone else will knock down an old house and it will all go away. Now it is two little blocks in this whole town. The question is, there is a beautiful fence. I am related to the owner. Can we keep the fence?  I love the design, but I wish people would think before we jump too fast.
Stephanie Hill: The fence was put in by my great uncle. My Great- Grandfather lived on 300 west the property was built by brothers. It is beautiful property. I like this plan. Our children cannot live here because median home prices are 400,000. 1900 for a 4 bedroom house with a swamp cooler. Kids will sublet if it rented to kids. I would prefer 6 properties. If you have 4 people, that’s 30 stalls. Once a week someone parks on my driveway. This is my only concern is that there will be subletting. 
Cox: I am not sure of any contract to allow subletting.
Stephanie: This is not formal. If we lose sustainability, you see the ramifications for everyone. Because of a loss of community. I like a zone change for that specific property. I like that you are considering things. I wanted to bring in some of my own ideas.  There is a similar one on 300 north of Center. I love the idea that there is common space and garden. That ditch would be commonly shared. I want us to keep community. It affects so much. I want to do everything we can to keep housing affordable.
Steven Gwin: Living on 200 West. What does living in the historic district give us?
Don: There is only one district is on the national registry. I am not sure if you are on that. If you live in that district, your house has the benefit, if someone was to pursue, you can work with the state, if you want to keep the character, you may be eligible for tax credits. You can do what you want, unless there is a local ordinance, there are none. Currently no restrictions. 
Citizen: I would like to remind everyone in the room, when Student housing came through, we were having the same conversation about parking. I am not sure we have those tools yet. I would also like to remind people, many years ago, the state would not reward SUU for its graduation rate, all money was based on Student count. They pushed to pursue student population, not graduation rate. That created a boom, along with covid, pushed housing in our community. All affects of state decisions that we are trying to adapt to. Thanks for trying to keep this a great town. 
Citizen: The lot right now is terrible. I wish the city would do something to enforce the people to keep their lots cleaned up. 

Public Hearing Closed

Hahn motions to table until next meeting on July 16, 2024; Lunt seconds; all in favor for a unanimous vote. 

Tom: Can we set a time limit on comments
Hahn: Yes

6. PUBLIC HEARING
General Plan Amendment		3000 N 2300 W			 Onado/ Platt & Platt
	MD to HD				Creekside Village
	(Recommendation)

7. PUBLIC HEARING
	Zone Change			3000 N 2300 W			 Onado/ Platt & Platt
R-2-2 to R-3-M			Creekside Village
(Recommendation)

Dave Clarke: It is currently zoned R-2-2 and general plan as medium density. It is 40 acres on 3000 N 2300 West. The developer would like to take the internal portion and change the zone to R-3-M, keep the perimeter R-2-2. He is working with the county about the irrigation ditch. They require a 100 foot set back from the channels, to do that. Part of the area may be a park or amenity. But give the county access to the Stephens Ditch. 
Cox: So it looks like feathering. Will there be a Development Agreement?
Dave: I have only seen a pencil sketch. Around the perimeter it is 250 feet, allows, two rows of twin homes. Internal, higher density. I think they would be willing; they have a certain density they are looking at, it is not going to be 24 an acre. I can’t speak for them. 
Cox: As it is currently, it can be all duplexes. 
Dave: Not single family, still twin homes on the perimeter. Canal is on the east side. 
Hahn: Leave 100 foot space from the canal? Is that to make it so you don’t have to do improvements?
Dave: No, they want it like that for less maintenance. It is the same property owner going north. 
Hahn: What is proposed for the middle?
Dave: High density townhomes.
Davis: It was my understanding that the owner was proposing single family around the perimeter with the townhomes on the inside. And that they would be open to a Development Agreement. If it went forward to high density, someone in the future could do a bait and switch and put three stories. What do you understand the plan to be?
Dave: They were supposed to come cover this. I haven’t seen it, there is a possibility that they were considering smaller single family homes. 
Davis: They reached out to me. Not sure why this is different. 
Cox: Don, if it was at the same density as it is now, how many per acre. 
Don: If it remained, 8 units per acre. Are they proposing a cluster subdivision?
Cox: If they were to change and did bait and switch, how many could they do?
Dave: General Plan says 8 per acre, that is impossible.  
Randall: 320 if simple math, with cluster subdivision. Units for max density for R-2-2 as it is now. 
Cox: If they are doing a development agreement, keeping the density, but arranging it differently, 
Hahn: I would like to see what you can do. That actual number will be substantially lower. They can’t do 320, it is impossible. What I would like to see is the engineering to see what they can put in in R-2-2, maybe 220 units. If you do a Development Agreement, I would want to see them stay with the actual amount of units that they can actually do in R-2, then do that in R-3. You can do 320 units in R-3. Stack them tall and tight.
Davis: If we can reach an agreement, limit the interior to two or three stories, not 4. 
Dave: I agree with what has been said, it is impossible to get 320 units on an acre. In order to make a Development plan work, interior would need to be changed. The number I heard was 320.
Don: That is a major change.
Cox: If they are maintaining the density, I don’t have a problem. 
Hahn: If we keep it as it is, they cannot build 320, even if it says they can. If we make them keep the current ordinance.
Cox: It is the same density. 
Hahn: It is not a fair statement. We are not restraining, we are giving them a huge benefit. My point is it is a false flag. In reality they are getting the higher density. 
Davis: That is why there would have to be stipulations 
Hahn: I would want it to say not exceed plausible buildout on R-2. That they can’t exceed that. 
Dave: So there is an error to the General Plan. 
Don: The General Plan is general, for master planned purpose. 
Dave: Why sell someone a piece of a property and say you can build 8 on it, if you can’t. Change the General Plan or make a zone that it will work in. 
Hahn: They way it is written now, it is beneficial to the landowner, not the city. If we lowered the number to 4, the city would be limiting you. The way it is written, it benefits the landowner. 
Don: It is almost impossible with ordinances and what the General Plan says. If you were to put twin homes 4500 k per unit, minus road. It gets close, depending how you lay it out. 
Dave: Don is saying close, Hahn not even close, Cox say right on. 
Hahn: Since they missed a notice, I want to turn it over to legal.
Randall: With lack of notice, we can proceed if that person waives any complaint they have. Anything short of that, a person would have to waive. If you proceed forward, it gives an easy chance to stop it in the future. Unless you have waiver, you can’t vote.
Bob: We sent it certified mail, he knows about it, he has a concern about traffic. 
Randall: We will have the vote in two weeks. 
Don: In all the discussions, recently the standards were updated. One related to traffic, says, if the General Plan change would increase the vehicle trips per hour above 200, they need to model. There may be a potential for that. Engineering standards 4.1 It says you need to model sanitary sewer if increasing the density, we don’t have that. Culinary study, we don’t have that, I didn’t mention that for the mixed use one because it was not increasing the density. 
Dave: If they keep the 8 per acre, then it is not increasing density. 
Cox: I talked to someone and they were planning on keeping the density. Just the configuration is what was going to change. 

Public Hearing Opened

Randy Cagle: I know a lot of you weren’t involved two years ago. I brought hundreds of signatures against this property being master planned to Medium Density. They got the Medium Density. Part of the protest was feathering. The developer said no increase on density. I haven’t heard them state any reason why it is warranted or will benefit the neighborhood. R-2-2 up to 35 feet tall, along corridor, it is not conducive to the neighborhood. In May the Council reduced the lot width in R-2-2 From 90 to 70. There is no reason to allow it on any portion of this property. We ask this remain R-2-2.
Robert Garber: I am an 18 year resident of Flying L. I live across from what is being proposed. I understand profit and revenue. But where we live, it is not harmonious. We are all on ¼ acre single family homes. To think about this right in the center of our area. We are talking about 35 foot roof lines. That will be our view. Right now we have fantastic views. Property owners have their rights. Not every development needs to be a home run. In R-2 there is plenty of profit and growth. Why push the limits. It seems like we are going in the wrong direction. 
Heather Conrad: I also didn’t get noticed. I was notified of the annexation. We were told by the City council that it was going to get changed to Medium Density. Despite the public outcry, they didn’t care. My children attend 3 peaks. They don’t have enough classroom. I am infuriated. I have heard about how the developer can profit, not about the rest of us. How does R-3-M fit into the neighborhood out there? In CA we would not build unless it was in walking distance to pharmacies etc. We moved here for a small community. This is not happening. I will stand in front of the bulldozer.
Susan Barker: I am also angry, but will try to keep it mellow. I know we talk a lot about how many doors. What I don’t understand, how does that translate into how many people and how much parking. Because the land is farming land, there are not a lot of ways into town. If we had a wildfire, how will we all get out. There are not enough ways to get out. That many people and cars on those few ways out and into town. Another concern, less to do with you guys, those in Flying L know what the flood did to us. They need to make sure the culvert is completely taken care of. Further down it is not taken care of. I am not personally going to get hit, I have paid my dues. That is a concern for his particular piece of property. Traffic and getting into town is a major concern. You said 200 cars passing per hour for infrastructure change?
Don: If the increase in density would be 200 more trips than current density, then look at a study.
Susan: On Lund there are so many developments. 
Kari Berry: I love in Monarch Meadows. My concerns are traffic, bicycle lane, our roads are horrible. We don’t have room for bicycles. 50 acres and 70 lots, 200 people. Monarch Meadows is 78 acres 129 lots, 516 people. Cedar Bend 1080 people. The proposed changed is maxing the people. I work at 3 peaks. We have over 600 students. We just changed boundaries, but now we are back, we are out of room. The school district bond failed. I would like to see a plan, then lets vote on it. 
Richard Ellis: I live less than a ¼ mile from the intersection. I want to present in a different way. You consider your own home. You live there for a reason, for the surroundings, the type of home near yours. I moved where I live on one acre with several hundred acres surrounding me. I don’t want High Density. If you have driven up there, it is beautiful. I can’t fault the farmers who have developers waving money in front of them. I am not going to try and tell someone what they can and can’t do on their property, However I am not trying to build High Density on the back part of my property. It would be rude to my neighbors. I want you to think of the roads. If you have driven up 2300. Only a short distance is the road painted with lines to separate traffic. Flying L phases 2 and 3 the lines are gone. This is still rural. Big tractors, farming equipment drive up and down. I see a line of cars because farming equipment. I accept that. Add in High Density and all the cars and traffic and this is completely unacceptable.
Ryan Malin: My biggest concern is infrastructure. To rezone to higher density doesn’t make sense. The roads are not wide enough as it is. If a cop pulls someone over, they have nowhere to pull over to. You have to worry about Cedar Bend. There is multi-family housing. Parking on roads, not enough room. Trailers parked on the road. The garages are too small. That is the type of stuff we need to look at. There are already traffic issues out there as it is. If you have a tractor, you can’t pass it because the road is not wide enough. Build the infrastructure.
Gerald Munson: The flood went to my house. I understood single family around the outside. But, those cars park on the road. The curb is red, but they still park. I was not noticed. We are right on 3000. They did notice me about Hirschi. Have compassion. You have the right idea with single family on the outside. I don’t care what you do in the middle. Make them put parking in the middle. I know about making money. But you also have to be reasonable.
Carter Wilkey: I am doing this for the public. Our 300-foot noticing requirement, is that from parcel boundary?
Don: Zone change boundary. That is why some did not get noticed. 
Carter: You can see they have 250 feet staying R-2, then a 50 foot road. Then it is over 300 feet. 
Cox: Only the interior proposed to change. 
Carter: When the developer develops, they are the ones who make the improvements to the road. 
David Chatfield: I have lived at Flying L, I guess my rural experience is coming to an end. More people, more kids, more cats and dogs, more trash blowing out in the wind. You have my objection.
David Tufte: I am an economist at the university. My overall impression, if you are bring tough enough, there will be developers walking away. I think you can crank it up so it is harder for developers. I moved to Monarch Meadows last year. We noticed there is a lot of police activity out there. I have talked to people. That is the route to take to avoid the cops if you are drinking or on drugs, this is the route from the bars to three peaks. 2300 is the road to turn on. You now want to put high density in there? 

Public Hearing Closed

Cox motions to table until next meeting; Jett seconds. 

Randall: They will still need to notice. 

II. CITY ITEMS

1. PUBLIC HEARING						
Ordinance Text Amendment	Section 26-XII-1 (A)			Tom Jett	
(Recommendation)		Noticing Requirements

Tom Jett: Currently our noticing requires Certified Mail. Due to the cost, a lot don’t work out because they don’t get picked up. I propose to change to Certificate of Mailing. You will receive the notice; you will not have to sign. It shows it was sent. I think it is easier to notify everyone. 
Don: When it is certified mail, sometimes they have to go to the Post Office and sometimes there is not enough time. From a staff point of view, we would like to see a 10 day notice rather than 5. Als, for staff, it aligns with the noticing deadline. I added a caveat to show who you notified. To make it easier to know who got noticed, you need to show us graphically who was notified. There are two other changes, to align with noticing. Cell Sites, this changes to a certificate of mailing. Replacing certified mail with certificate of mailing on Lot Line Adjustments. Make everything consistent.
Davis: We have your blessing Don and legal?
Don: I think it could be beneficial
Randall: From the legal side it makes it a lot easier. 

Public hearing opened

Randy Cagle: I worked for North Las Vegas. I represented staff at City Council and Planning Commission. On the noticing requirements. Like the item before. We changed the code to you have to notice at a minimum 30 people. Keep increasing size until we have minimum of 30 people.
Randall: We did something similar. We set up tiers. We could do something like that. It serves the purpose. We are used to having adversarial purpose. You had Flying L come in to express their opinion. You would not have received their opinion if you didn’t notice. Is it worth the extra hassle. 
Tom: If we can further this one, and then discuss this other options and come back.
Susan Barker: You mentioned word of mouth. I appreciate the yellow signs. I received notice on the 300 street. The Post Office just dropped off the notice. I got it Friday for Tuesday. When I talked to my daughter on 300, they were hammering in the signs. If they could go up earlier that would be great. If we could have more time notice. Our mail is sketchy. I would love more distance. I would love a post card at two weeks then 10 days. Thanks for the yellow signs. The roads are too narrow to pull over to read the signs. 
Robert Garber: I think Tom’s idea for the mailing is right on. People who miss their delivery don’t get noticed. Expanding the difference. It is probably important. This example just shows those directly across the street weren’t even notified. Those past Midvalley use the roads to get to work. If they don’t know it is happening, it could affect them. If they can afford to develop, they can put up decent signage. 

Public Hearing Closed 

Cox motions for a positive recommendation to changing the noticing requirements; Davis seconds; all in favor for a unanimous vote. 

2. Engineering Standards Revision	Section 2.3				Kent Fugal
(Recommendation) 		Required Hard Copy Sets

Kent: What our standards require is we get to where they need to submit hard copies in the final stage. What we are looking at, with change to online submittals, and better long term storage of drawings, we want everything to be electronic. The paper copies aren’t valuable. That results in larger sizes and less quality. We are looking to have everything electronic when it comes into us. To the final copies, no reason to continue to require hard copies. Electronically signed. Requesting the change to our standards. 
Decker: It was my understanding that you were already not accepting hard copies.
Kent: We do not require hard copies for review, however it is on the standards so we require it for final.
Tom: Any additional cost or hassle to the public?
Kent: Less. They can just upload instead of bringing in a copy. Easier on all. 
Tom: How redundant are we in our storage? If we had a situation, where we lost it.
Randall: Anything on the network is on the T drive. 
Tom: I would suggest a redundant system for our electronic files. 

Davis motions for a positive recommendation; Jett seconds; all in favor for a unanimous vote.  


The meeting was adjourned at 7:20 p.m.
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