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February 6, 2025
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The Iron County Planning Commission held its regularly scheduled meeting Thursday, February 6, 2025 at 5:30 pm, Cedar City Festival Hall – located at 105 North 100 East, Cedar City, Utah.
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1.  WELCOME AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
 	Chair Tullis opened the meeting at 5:40 pm.
Erick Cox led the Pledge of Allegiance.

2.  PUBLIC COMMENTS – Non-Agenda Items  
     Chair Tullis opened the time up for public comments.
· Sharon Yanez asked if zoning near Hwy 91 would be discussed at this meeting.
· Reed Erickson shared agenda items 3 and 4 will cover this topic.
      Chair Tullis closed the public comments.

      Chair Tullis explained the process for the meeting:
· Each agenda item will be limited to 30 minutes.
· The public will have 2 minutes per person to speak during the public hearing for each agenda item.
· Speakers should not repeat what others have said.
· Reed Erickson, County Planner, will present the information for each agenda item and he will more than likely address any of your questions or concerns in his presentation.  Please pay attention to the presentations as he is giving them.
      Reed Erickson shared:
· Each presentation will include an overview of what the item is about and what action is anticipated tonight, whether it is a recommendation or an action, and then the applicant will have an opportunity to fill in any additional information.
· After the presentation, the chair will open the public hearing.
· Once the public hearing is closed, no additional public comments will be allowed. 
· The planning commission will then deliberate, ask questions of the applicant, and have dialogue before taking any action.

 3. TIER II GENERAL PLAN – “Tier IV to Tier II and Tier II to Tier IV” 
     Unincorporated areas near Parowan and Paragonah.   
     Applicant: Iron County   
     Introduction:
     Reed Erickson shared the following:
· The discussion for agenda items 3 and 4 will be discussed together because they are related, but each item will have action taken separately.
· Zoning ordinances have been in place since 1980.  Subdivision ordinances added in 2000, the amended 2005 Iron County General Plan, the updated municipalities’ general plans, and the recent Septic Tank density study do not all align and the tiering and zoning needs to be updated due to land use patterns and growth.
· The county has already reviewed and updated these in Kanarraville, is working on Parowan and Paragonah now, and then will work on Summit, Newcastle, Cedar City, and finally Brian Head.
· To clarify the Tiering system and what it allows for:
· In 1980 when property was zoned each municipality identified areas to be zoned ½ and one acre lots.  Next, each municipality was required to create an annexation plan or growth areas.  The 1980 municipalities’ plans were used to create the 1995 Iron County General Plan, which included the Tiering System.
· Since then there have not been many changes in the Tiering, but there have been changes in the Zoning.  The plans need to be updated.
· One big factor for change is the septic density studies done in 2005 and 2023.  In 2005, the Cedar Valley Study showed that allowing 1 house per 5 acres was acceptable if not on central sewer and has been used countywide since then.
· Since there are different water basins, a study was done in 2023 specifically for Kanarraville, Parowan/Paragonah, Summit, and Newcastle.
· The study showed that for Kanarraville, Summit, and Newcastle there needs to be 1 house per 10-acres.
· For Parowan/Paragonah, it stayed the same at one house per five acres.  This means that any division of property in a Tier II area has to be at least 5 acres in Parowan/Paragonah.  Any existing legal lot of record, regardless of size, prior to that time, is considered a pre-existing non-conforming lot and is still allowed to have a building permit and get a septic permit.
· The 4 Tiers are identified as:
		Tier I—High density within the incorporated area.
		Tier II—Growth area surrounding the municipalities.
		Tier III—Areas outside Tier I and II, to develop new communities.
		Tier IV—Primarily agricultural and industrial, not urban development.
· The Geologic Survey used the mass balance approach, which takes the number of septic systems in an area and the amount of groundwater available that will mix and dilute the nitrates.  The process included:
· Testing the wells to identify the current nitrate level.
· Identifying the types of soil in the area.
· Determining what the base nitrate level is.
· Determining how much more contamination can occur before the nitrate level is unsafe.
· Identifying the number of septic systems already in the area.
· Determining the total number of septic systems that can be allowed in the area.
· Identifying the number of lots already in the area.
· Calculating the allowed minus the existing septic systems to find out how many more can be allowed.
· The county residents cannot afford to contaminate the groundwater (our drinking water) so the study determined what would be appropriate and the proposed Tiering and Zoning Changes will be one of the ways to manage it.
· In Parowan/Paragonah, the study showed the nitrate level needs to be 3.5 milligrams per liter or less.  This would allow 800 septic systems total.  There are currently 329 septic systems, which leaves 471 that could be added within the study area.
· Regarding Paragonah:
· The current Tier II (annexation area) is slighting smaller than the proposed area.
· The resident’s desire is to limit growth, due to a limited water supply.  The county understands and has considered growth and water supply when reviewing possible changes.
· For Tier II, the county is proposing to move the boundary out and adjust the zoning from A-20 to R-5.   
· This will allow property owners more options for splitting their property as they follow subdivision regulations for infrastructure.
· The county recognizes that when there is an existing use in a zone that is not allowed due to the zone change, they will be grandfathered in until they voluntarily stop that use for a year, then it will go to the updated zoning allowances.
· For Tier III, the county proposes a buffer area surrounding Tier II identified as Rural Agriculture:
· This new zone was created after the original zoning and tiering were done and is known as Residential Agriculture 20 (RA-20).  
· Adding this tiering and zoning around Tier II removes the heavy impact that Agriculture 20 (A-20) could have because 
A-20 allows industrial agriculture and RA-20 does not.
· Regarding Parowan:
· The philosophy is somewhat different because there has been more growth in Parowan in the A-20 zoning since 1995.  
· Parowan has a larger annexation area so reducing the Tier II area and changing zoning will help manage the growth.
· There are areas further out with 1-acre and ½-acre zoning that cannot be subdivided at that density due to the septic requirements.
· These changes keep higher density closer to the municipality and help to avoid having county subdivisions as islands within a municipality because they don’t want to annex unless the subdivisions are built to the municipalities’ own standards.
· For Tier II, the county is proposing to move the Tier II boundary closer and change the zoning from R-1 and R-1/2 to R-5.
· For Tier III, the county is proposing to identify the area outside the new Tier II boundary to the old Tier II boundary as Tier IV and to zone it RA-20 with the exception of some light industrial and commercial lots that are already in use.
· After meetings with both Paragonah and Parowan’s Planning Commissions, they are generally in favor of these changes. 
     Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis opened the public hearing and read the considerations the audience should follow. The following comments were made:
· Sharon Yanez asked for clarification on Old Hwy 91 between Parowan and Summit regarding Tier IV, current zoning, and the difference between R-5 and RA-20.
· Reed responded that these change will help clarify the land uses. The areas next to Red Canyon Estates is within Tier IV so with these changes, it cannot be developed down or split less than 20 acres.  The differences of R-5 and RA-20 are:
· R-5 would allow for residential 5-acre, 1 house and one guesthouse (two total), and some animals.
· RA-20 will allow 1 house and three guesthouses (4 total), additional agricultural uses such as higher animal numbers and other uses, but would not allow industrial type agricultural uses, which are not compatible with residential development.
· Sharon expressed concerns about locating zoning information on the website, keeping it updated, and asked why all property owners were not notified of the proposed changes.
· Reed explained the county is behind on zoning updates on the website and changing the general plan is broad and far reaching so notifying all property owners is a challenge.  He shared that Utah law gives the county two options for notification; to post in area of designation or to send letters to subject property owners.  For general plan changes and large zoning changes, the county has chosen to post in the area, which has been effective.   Also, the notices are posted on the state and county websites.  
· Tom Jett stated that he has no interest in Parowan/Paragonah zoning, but suggests the county be careful when increasing of lot sizes.  This will drive up the cost of homes and our children won’t be able to afford land.  He is not suggesting tiny lots, but larger lots will not be affordable.
· Michelle Portolese asked and Reed explained that A-20 zoned lots cannot be split into four lots, but four house can exist on the property.  This has been in place for a long time and it doesn’t happen often due to mortgage limitations.  Since the density is one septic for five acres on a 20-acre lot, it does not exceed the density for the septic, but does provide opportunity for additional houses if approved by the health department and DEQ to have one large septic or four small septic systems.
· Julorie Davidson Galloway asked for clarification regarding Paragonah areas going from Tier IV to Tier II, the acreage going from 20 to 5, what potential growth this would be, how many lots this could be divided into, and who pays for infrastructure when property is split and sold off.  She noted that Paragonah does not want growth.  
· Ashley Haderlie shared concerns about high-density housing, loosing green space, overcrowded schools, taxes going up, developers’ responsibility for improvement costs, and what is being done now to preserve those places.  

     Close Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis closed the Public Hearing
     Planning Commission & Staff Discussion:
     Chair Tullis asked Reed to address the questions heard during the public hearing.
     Reed Erickson explained:
· Preserving agricultural properties is addressed in the county subdivision ordinance and land uses.   The county previously proposed two options: 1) To transfer development rights to move a density from one location to another location that has a higher density so those lands can be preserved, and 2)  Tax residents to pay for the land and to preserve it. Neither option was very well received.  If a community feels that it is a priority, they can propose taxes and have those preserved.  The county shouldn’t try to tell a property owner they have to farm forever.  The county has looked at different ways to save water so that it could stay in agriculture, but it takes money and no one is willing to have an impact fee that drives the price of houses even higher.
· Regarding Tier II lots in Paragonah, majority large number of the lots are already less than 10 acres, so they could not be divided.  If the largest lot in the area, which is 40 acres, is divided into 5-acre lots, and every lot that was over 10 acres is divided into two lots, it would be about 40 to 50 lots.  On each side of Old Hwy 91, there is about 12 to 15 parcels that could actually be split (two are 20 acres and two are 40 acres).  This is not a huge impact and it would not all be done at the same time.
· Regarding infrastructure, the developer will be required to pay for roads, water, hydrants, etc. to develop their property.  The Paragonah residents would not pay for that.
· Regarding schools, the county will continue to grow and we want to manage growth responsibly to protect ground water and infrastructure and to utilize the infrastructure so that it can be more affordable.
· Ashley Haderlie asked if the developer is required to help financially with schools and parks in the area.
· Terry Palmer stated that is depends on the area.  Some subdivisions require parks, but we do not have a school impact fee.  The school district is a separate taxing entity and the majority of your taxes go to schools.  The more houses built, the more property taxes, in theory, goes to schools. 
· The next public hearing for this agenda item is at the County Commission Meeting on Monday, February 10th.
     Planning Commission Action – Recommend to County Commission (Approve, Approve with modifications, Deny or Continue):
     Motion:  Roger Thomas made a motion to recommend to the County Commission to amend Tier IV to Tier II and Tier II to Tier IV of the 
unincorporated areas near Paragonah and Parowan as stated in Agenda Item #3, and as discussed.
     Second:  Seconded by Mark Halterman.
     Motion Passed:  (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Plat, aye)
     Reed Erickson reminded everyone of the public hearing to be held on February 10th at the County Commission Meeting and explained that the 
     ICPC members and County Commissioners have discussed this topic at their meetings in December and January so they have reviewed the 
information fully.

4.  ZONING MAP AMENDMENT – Located in unincorporated areas near Parowan and Paragonah
     Around Paragonah: “A-20, R-1, R-½ to R-5; A-20 to RA-20” and Around Parowan: “R-½, A-20, C & LI to R-5; R-½, R-5 & A-20 to RA-20” 
     Applicant: Iron County 
     Introduction:
     Reed Erickson explained that the majority of the zoning issues were discussed with Agenda Item #3.  He reviewed the existing zoning boundaries 
         verses the proposed changes.
     Public Hearing: 
          Chair Tullis opened the public hearing.
          No comments were made.
          Chair Tullis closed the public hearing.
      Planning Commission & Staff Discussion: 
· Reed reminded the ICPC members of the Evaluation Considerations for Re-Zoning Property.  All of the considerations have been reviewed over the last several months.  Zoning and the Tier changes are a legislative decision so the planning commission recommends this to the county commission for final approval.
· Roger Thomas clarified that the changes will bring the zoning into alignment with the tier changes just approved, the reason for the changes are due to the results of the septic density study, and that properties zoned R-1 cannot build due to the 5-acre minimum required for septic.
      Planning Commission Action – Recommend to County Commission (Approve, Approve with modifications, Deny or Continue):
      Motion:  Roger Thomas made a motion to recommendation to approve the zoning map amendments around Paragonah from A-20, R-1, R-1/2 to 
R-5 and from A-20 to RA20 and around Parowan from R-1/2, A-20, C & LI to R-5 and from R-1/2, R-5 & A-20 to RA-20 in accordance with 
agenda item #4.  
      Second:  Seconded by Erick Cox.
      Motion Passed:  (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, aye)
      Erick Cox shared that the staff and ICPC members have spent a year talking about this, and this is their best effort to plan ahead for all of the 
people involved to help them help themselves to prevent water from being contaminated and to identify the things that were not being addressed previously.


5. COUNTY CODE AMENDMENT – Ordinance 2025-2 “Amending Section 17.36.320, General Requirements” (regarding separation distances 
    associated with the R4K zoning district).   
    Applicant: Iron County 
    Introduction:
    Reed Erickson shared the following:
· The proposed changes to Ordinance 2025-2 that were discussed as the last meeting would still follow the intent to not have large concentration of housing projects or townhomes in one area, but R4K (Residential 4,000 square foot lots) would allow for more affordable housing opportunities.
· The idea is to consider changing the R4K zone separation distance requirements between high-density housing developments.  
· When the R4K zone was adopted in 2021, the requirement was to have 1,000 feet of separation between another R4K zone.  
· The proposed plans for Agenda item # 6 of this agenda were affected because townhomes would have to be in the back of the subdivision to meet the 1,000-foot requirement.  This prompted the discussion to review the R4K requirements.
· This proposed ordinance change attempts to separate townhouses from other townhouse developments in R4K zones and other R-1/2 zones.  
· When writing ordinances and laws, it is difficult to think of every single scenario.  When R4K was added, this scenario was not considered.
· The county has had several request for townhomes and many were not approved due to the current ordinance, which reads any R4K development has to be separated by 1,000 feet from another R4K zoned property.   In addition, there are 8 more requirements for R4K.
· Smaller lots are more affordable in part because the infrastructure is less expensive to create. Typically, these developments are close to existing infrastructure.
· The 5-acre minimum and 20-acre maximum is designed so that an HOA can monitor the number of units allowed to be rented.
· So far, the county only has one R4K development.  All are single-family lots with an HOA, additional parking, a park, etc.  
· In the R4K zone, the requirement is to only have a 24-townhouse cluster every 500 feet.  This info is online on the county website under ordinances.  
· The proposed change requires a R4K development with single-family lots to be separated by 500 feet from the next R4k or across a major 75’ to 100’ road if they are not townhouse lots.  
     Roger Thomas noted:
· The setback is 500 or 1000 feet if on the same side of road, but if on the other side of the road, it is a 75 foot ROW or greater and must be single family units only.  
· If the lots are townhomes, they have to be 1000 feet apart whether on the same side of the road or not.  
· These requirements are managed by the staff and building department when the subdivision plan is reviewed.  
· The first subdivision plans to be approved determines what future developments in the area are required to do.
· The only way an approved subdivision can be amended is if it is approved by the county.
     Public Hearing  
     Chair Tullis opened the public hearing and reminded everyone to stand to be recognized, state your name for the record, direct comments to 
the Planning Commission or the Chair, speak loudly and concisely and try not to repeat previous comments.
     Reed Erickson clarified that this is a public hearing just for the ordinance change.  There will be another public hearing for the project proposal and 
zone change.
     The following comments were made:
· Rachel Hunt stated that single family homes in R4K are the same size townhome lots (4,000 sf or 1/10-acre), high density housing in Cedar City have parking issues, a 75’ street doesn’t help with high-density problems, 1000’ between is not enough, and the changes are being made for the developer.
· Chair Tullis asked that comments not be derogatory and stated the comment period will be shut down if it continues.
· Reed explained that this ordinance change will affect the next agenda item.
· Travis Brunson asked for clarification on what areas in the unincorporated area are being turned into high density and asked how many additional people does that mean, will it go to Three Peaks, how will it affect infrastructure and roads/traffic, what safeguards are in place for those already living there.  He stated traffic is already high and that cities should have high-density not the county.
· Reed explained that this zoning change cannot be implemented all over the county due to infrastructure not existing everywhere.  This option is available for consideration for those areas that can meet the criteria.  The R4K ordinance is not a new ordinance and has been in place for 5 years.  This is not the first R4K development.
· Bob Beauchamp asked if the developers are required to share water, if the people here (county staff or ICPC) are profiting from any of these R4K, and who the developer is and where they are from.
· Reed explained that they have to be on the central water system (not wells) that is provided by the Water Conservancy District just like any other subdivision.  CICWCD has a formula to determine what is required for water rights.  The developer will have to bring pre-1935 water rights to the CICWCD before they can get connected.
· Don Lester clarified there is only one other R4K in the county currently and stated the concept of R4K shouldn’t be allowed.  
· Roger Thomas asked and Reed clarified that R4K is allowed in Tier II only, not Tier IV and must have central water and sewer.  
· Tyler Bleggi asked and Reed explained that Tier II is the expansion area for municipalities, but they are not required to annex unless they are adjacent to the town.  If the property is not continuous to the municipality, they cannot annex.  The county encourages annexation wherever possible, but there are areas outside of the immediately adjacent properties that are eligible for R4K in Tier II.   Reed shared the Tier II map for the Cedar/Enoch area and told the group how to find the information online.
· Chelsea Boxwell stated that Paragonah, for example, doesn’t have a sewer system so can’t have R4K in Tier II until sewer is available.
· Eric Atkin asked and Reed explained that this ordinance is being presented by the county not the developer.  The change would make the proposed development eligible and it will also help future R4K development proposals noting that the current proposal has changed and will be discussed in the next agenda item.  The staff has reviewed the R4K ordinance and determined that as it is currently written it does not do what was intended in R4K, which is to provide opportunities for smaller lots and affordability.  The state legislature mandated that each municipality and county have an affordable house plan, including higher density developments.  The county is still trying to figure out how to do that just like everyone else.  This change is intended to improve this ordinance and make options available that make sense for the opportunities of the R4K.
· Rosie White asked and Reed explained that this change does not allow any developer to change their property into only townhomes.
· Dave Langford shared concerns about how this will affect livestock and shared roads.
· Reed explained that it would not change allowed uses for animals.
· Rich Wilson shared that the county commission recognized all stock trails last year and formally adopted them.
· Robert Houser asked and Reed clarified that the state mandate does require the county to have a plan, but does not specify how they are to provide affordable housing.
· Berta MacGregor asked that when the staff or planning commissioners speak, to identify themselves.
· Eric Cox asked to read from the zoning ordinance.  “No amendments to the land use management code may be recommended for approval by the Planning Commission, nor approved by the County Commission unless such amendment or conditions thereto are consistent with the general plan.”
· Eric Atkin asked how this is consistent with the general plan’s vision statement and zoning goals, which includes maintaining the rural nature of county property.  Also, stating that the mandate is not binding, the ordinance should not change to accommodate one application, and he wants the commission to adhere to the vision of the general plan, adhere to the goals of the zoning ordinance, and not amend it other than for uses that are compatible with those goals and needs.
· Terry Palmer explained that the state could site the county for not having a modern income housing plan.
· Reed explained the ordinance was created several years ago and now this proposal is to modify the ordinance.  The general plan calls for a variety of housing types and options.  Ordinance 205 exhibits a, b, and c all deal with higher densities in Tier II and housing options with a variety of housing types and was adopted in 2005.
· David Bott asked and Reed clarified that the ordinance change does not affect if they can build, it just changes the location of the townhomes.
· Todd Brown asked for information regarding the plans for infrastructure for the R4K including the traffic on Midvalley Road.
· Rich Wilson explained that tax dollars would give opportunity for a third lane on Midvalley road, but taxpayers don’t want taxes raised so roads are not improved.  The county does require the developer to create infrastructure such as roadway turn pockets. 
· Bob Tuckett asked and Rich explained that the county was granted $600,000 to do a safe streets study throughout all of Iron County.  The consultant is identifying problem areas using traffic counts, accident reports, etc. and will propose solutions.
· Reed shared that there is a link on the county website to give input, the goal is to have zero fatalities by 2040, and the county will work on the worst areas first.
· Don Lester asked and Reed explained that the planning commission does not have the power to stop an application for subdivision, but they could deny the zone change.  Once the zone is changed, they cannot deny a subdivision if it meets the county ordinance standards.  This agenda item is not about zone changes, it is about amending the county ordinance.
· Tom Richsteig asked if the zone change is approved, and then the property across the street is rezoned to R4K, what is to stop the county from approving zoning all the way to Lund Hwy.  He stated that he wants the county commission to prioritize road improvements and he is tired of being crowded out.
     Close Public Hearing:
·      Chair Tullis closed the Public Hearing
     Planning Commission & Staff Discussion:
· Roger Thomas asked and Reed clarified that R4K zoning must be at least 5 acres and maximum of 20 acres. Of that, 25% can be townhomes and the rest is single family.  A development is not going to be hundreds of acres of townhouses.
· Erick Cox stated that the lots can be anywhere from 4000 square feet up to 1/2 acre, or larger.  He shared that he appreciates Reed’s efforts to work on this ordinance change.  When a new type of project is introduced, it has to be looked at it after the first time and make it better.  He also researched online to find other R4k ordinances throughout the country and did not find anything better.
· Mike Platt declared that he will abstain from voting due to his profession and continually being asked to design to these standards.  
Planning Commission Action – Recommend to County Commission (Approve, Approve with modifications, Deny or Continue): 
Motion:  Erick made a motion to recommend to the County Commission that Ordinance 2025-2 amending Section 17.36.320 general requirements, 
regarding separation distances associated with the R4K zoning district as identified in agenda item #5, be approved.
     Second: Seconded by Mark Halterman.
     Roger Thomas asked and Reed clarified that the amendments to this ordinance, whether approved or not, do not limit whether future R4K projects   
are viable.  The proposed changes work for both R4K zones and townhouses separately.  This change allows more latitude of where townhouses within the R4K zone can be placed in relation to other R4K zones nearby.  
     Motion Passed: (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, abstained)

6. ZONE CHANGE APPLICATION – “R-1 to R-½ and R4K” (19.22 Acres) 
    Located near 4800 N to 4950 N & 2700 W, Cedar City, UT. (APN: D-0531-0002-0000)  
    Applicant: BCN Real Estate, c/o Platt & Platt Engineering 
    Introduction:
    Reed Erickson shared the following:
· This is an application for a rezone, not the subdivision.
· At last month’s meeting the applicant requested to rezone the top five acres to R4K and rest to R-1/2.  This time, if this ordinance is approved by the county commission, they want to rezone the entire 19.22 acres to R4K.
· They are proposing that within the R4K zone, they would do ½-acre lots along the west side along 2700 W and across the north end, and the remaining lots as 10,000 square feet.
· The R4K zone allows larger than 4,000 square foot lots, so even though they want to rezone R4K, their plan is to keep the lots larger and not have any townhomes.
· This agenda item is not to consider the subdivision proposal, just the zone change to R4K.  The subdivision was shown just for reference.
· The next step would be to submit the development/subdivision proposal.
    Michelle Tullis clarified the applicant’s preliminary plan shows the smallest lot would be 10,000 square feet, not 4,000.
    Roger Thomas clarified that the subdivision layout is being shown just to show how it would conform to the R4K ordinance change.
    Reed stated that the services available to this property include water from CICWCD, sewer from Cedar City central sewer, power, gas, 
communications, and drainage/flood provisions with retention basins and curb/gutter.
    Roger asked and Rich clarified that Midvalley Road can handle more traffic according to the Federal Hwy Administration’s capacity for a two-lane
100-foot ROW.  The county will always be chasing infrastructure due to funds available so some improvements can be made if needed.
    Erick Cox shared that as he travels home from along Hwy 56 and tries to turn left at Westview Dr., he has to sometimes wait through five light 
changes and it is a five-lane road.  Also, noting that the county and planning commission have worked on a master transportations plan for the past two years to help with traffic flow.  The plan is available on the county website under the GIS mapping section.
    Bob Tuckett stated that Sage Meadows Subdivision is putting in a lift station for sewage and asked if the new development will have to do that as 
well, and if surrounding neighbors that are currently septic can hook into the system.  He also asked about drainage on 2700 W.
    Rich stated sewer is coming next door, but the developer won’t be paying for the neighbors to hook in.  Since Iron County does not have jurisdiction 
over sewer, he suggested Bob call Cedar City to ask what can be done.  He explained that the developer will be adding retention ponds to help with drainage issues on 2700 W.
    Public Hearing:
    Chair Tullis opened the public hearing stating there will be 30 minutes for comments, two minutes per person.  The following comments were made:
· Robert Hauser asked and Reed clarified the developer in not getting any kind of fees or reimbursements back from the state for this kind of 
development.
· Randy Clark asked if the applicant is asking for a zoning change based on a tentative plat map, can the plat map be changed.  He feels the developer should pay for improvements such as turning lanes and the additional 1000 feet to improve sewer.  With the zone change, the developer will get four more units per lot than he had when it was purchased.  The cost is cut more than half and increases his income.
· Reed explained that after a zoning change approval, they can come back with different plans, but they will be reviewed for compliance and must be approved by the planning commission.  
· Mark Crandall asked what future plans are being made and how many addresses exist in 1000 feet in this zone.  He estimated 250.
· The staff discussed the number and noted it would be less - more like 20 to 25.
· Rich explained the sewer upsize fee is paid by the taxpayers and the county cannot make the developer pay for more than they are going to use.  
· Reed shared that when the county recognizes infrastructure is needed, they try to plan for it and use impact fees to cover costs.  For example, when Westview Drive needed an 8-inch sewer line, the developer paid to oversize the line and then they recouped the costs when impact fees were collected from property owners in that development.
· Julorie Davidson asked if the developer is going to pay for a traffic study, infrastructure, impacts on schools, emergency, and if this will cause tax increases for the residents in the general area.  She stated she doesn’t want growth and asked the commissioners to listen to their constituents.
· Rachel Hunt stating they have provided 200 plus signatures saying no to R4K development.
· Tyler Bleggi stated that the new plan is not as bad as last month, but asked if the zone change can be passed with restrictions that would keep it to something like this, so it can’t change later.
· Reed stated that the simple answer is no because it would be called contract zoning.  When a subdivision development is proposed and issues identified, those issues can be resolved through a development agreement.  The planning commissioners have the ability to approve the subdivision in accordance with the ordinance, but they don’t have the ability to zone conditionally.
· Erick Cox reminded the public of the 10 evaluation items that were talked about at the beginning.
· Travis Brunson stated he feels the county is playing twister so a developer can develop, that the road is not great, and that the surrounding community is paying for the development where residents don’t want it.
· Bob Tuckett asked and Terry Palmer explained that the ½-acre lots would not be allowed a second guesthouse in an R4K zone. 
· David Bott recognized there is no stopping this, but has concerns about safety and traffic on 2700 W.
· Chair Tullis clarified that when they submit their development plan, those things will be looked at as far as number of accesses, safety, and fire code requirements.
· Steven Langford shared that he moved to the county because it was affordable with dirt roads, private wells, and private septic and now the county is allowing high-density unaffordable housing, taking private well rights, and then there will be large drilling companies come in that take control of water.  He is against R4K that is already in the rural county area.
· Eric Atkin stated that everything is being done to pass this, but he wants it denied so they have to develop in the R-1 zone because it fits with what is already there.
     Close Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis closed the public hearing.
     Planning Commission & Staff Discussion:  
· Roger asked to look at the General Plan and the Tiering System noting that Tier II is already established as a higher density growth area of the adjacent municipality.  From a county point of view, having these types of high-density developments is really the only place that makes sense.  Neither Enoch nor Cedar City has this in their annexation areas, but because of infrastructure, it is in Tier II and is being considered.
· Roger noted that the CICWCD has had water up Midvalley Road for quite some time and the homeowner or developer has to bring shares and pay a water impact fee based on market value.
· Terry Palmer noted that there are not private water rights; the State of Utah regulates the water rights.
· Rich stated that no one is forced to sell water rights, but people are choosing to sell.  A person has a right to develop their property and the neighboring property owners are asking the county not to allow that.  The planning commission has to look at property rights.  They are very strong proponents for these rights and understand that it does impact other properties.  That is the nature of property being sold.  Our rules are here to address concerns and mitigate them.
· Roger noted that if the zone change goes through, the developer would submit plans, the staff and planning commission would review and communicate those concerns to the developer.  In accordance with the county general plan, the property has been designated Tier II for many years and previously the county determined this is a good plan noting that additional houses will not be allowed because it’s in R4K.
· Mike Platt declared that he will abstain from voting on this agenda item for previously stated reasons.
     Planning Commission Action – Recommend to County Commission (Approve, Approve with modifications, Deny or Continue): 
     Motion:  Roger made a motion to recommend approval to the County Commission the zone change application from R-1 to R4K, the 19.22 acres 
for agenda item #6.
     Second:  Seconded by Mark Halterman
     Motion Passed: (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, nay; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, abstained)

7.  ZONE CHANGE APPLICATION – “A-20 to LI” (269.28 Acres) 
     Located near SR 56 to 600 N and 6100 W to 6900 W, Cedar City, UT.  
     Applicant: Diamond S Holdings, c/o Thomas Harker 
     Introduction:
     Reed Erickson shared the following:
· The property is located off of Hwy 56 west of Cedar City between Hwy 56 to 600 N and then between 6100 W to 6900 W.
· Nearby property was rezoned to Light Industrial a couple of years ago and the rest is zoned A-20.
· The Cedar City land use plan shows this area is not in Tier II, but is in Cedar City’s annexation policy plan.  This property is prescribed to be low-density, rural estate homes, which are two units per acre for residential.   
· The county has already rezoned some area more north as Light Industrial, which does not match Cedar City’s future land use plan.
· The applicant has proposed this zone change from A-20 to Light Industrial.
· The county is still evaluating if they are close enough to tie onto the sewer.
· The property does tie into the water conservancy district water.
· Dallas Buckner, with Go Civil, representing the applicant stated that this proposal is filling in a gap where Light Industrial already exists. 
      Public Hearing:  
      Chair Tullis opened the public hearing.
      	No comments were made.
      Chair Tullis closed the public hearing.
      Planning Commission & Staff Discussion:
· Reed reviewed the considerations for re-zoning regarding water, sewer, fire flows, fire suppression, and transportation corridors.  He noted that the property does have a road to the south and west that ties in at 200 S for transportation; infrastructure is in place, draining will be handled onsite.
· Roger asked and Reed clarified that the property is in the Tier IV area and in Cedar City’s annexation declaration area.  Currently this is not eligible for annexation because it is not contiguous to Cedar City at this time.  When the other Light Industrial was re-zoned, he approached Cedar City and they didn’t want to annex due to water and sewer availability.  This is the same situation. 
· Reed shared that the sewer will depend on what their final plans will be.  They have the option to create a smaller number of lots and not tie to sewer, but if they have more lots or smaller lots, they will have to run sewer.  The applicant is evaluating their options.
· Roger asked and Dallas Buckner explained that the impact on the infrastructure is coming from Frank Nichols Silver Hills development off of Iron Springs and the Lakeside Subdivision along 200 S.  The applicant is looking at five-acre lots with septic.
· Reed shared that this property has been included as an economic opportunity zone and is within the Inland Port boundary area for industrial development.  
      Planning Commission Action – Recommend to County Commission (Approve, Approve with modifications, Deny or Continue):
      Motion:  Mark Halterman made a motion to the County Commission that the zone change from A-20 to Light Industrial for Agenda item #7 be 
approved.
      Second:  Seconded by Erick Cox.
      Motion Passed: (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, aye)
 
8.  CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION – “Surface Mining” Pozzolan Mining (200 Acres)  
     Located near 12000 N Modena Canyon Road, Modena, UT (BLM Property) 
     Applicant: Progressive Contracting Inc., c/o Randy Clark or Russell Limb 
     Introduction:
     Reed Erickson shared the following:
· This is a CUP application, so it is evaluated differently than the previous agenda items because this is an administration decision, which is limited in discretion.  This is an allowed use in the zoning district so the purpose of review is to evaluate impacts and suggest how to mitigate those impacts.  
· The draft CUP has 14 conditions that deal with traffic, road, etc.
· The property is located northwest of Modena, nine miles on Modena Canyon Road (also known as Hamlin Valley Rd) on BLM property.
· The purpose of the applicant is to mine pozzolan.
· Russel Limb, Randy Clark, and Brian Smith are in attendance to answer questions.
· Pozzolan is being mined currently as a source to replace potash due to the closing of coal fired power plants.
· BLM is currently doing their NEPA evaluation of the permit application.
· The mining is regulated by the Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining (OGM).  The applicant has submitted an application, received a permit for exploration, and it has been determined that it is a viable resource.
· Once the resource was found viable, the applicant applied to the State for a mining permit and also to the county for a CUP for a small surface mine operation on approximately 20 acres or less, which is part a larger 200-acre lease.
· The proposed CUP is for 20 years so they can move the mine across the 200 acres and not have to keep coming back to the county.  This is conditional on receiving the permit from BLM and Utah OGM.
· The property is surrounded by A-20 zoning with some mines further to the west and north.
· Some concerns are driving up Modena Canyon Road, the steep canyon, the thick juniper, and the unique geological formations.  Those formations would be preserved and the applicant has no intention of mining there.  
· There are several layers to this project involving BLM, Utah OGM, and the county.  The county’s role is to make sure the applicant is complying with all of those governing agencies.
· The CUP addresses other things beyond the governmental agencies such as road conditions, preserving any of the natural features, and visual impacts from the travel way.
· The ICPC members were given a copy of the Memo of Understanding (MOU) between PCI and Iron County to improve the road from Hwy 56 through to the project property (approx. nine miles).  
· The people north of the project are concerned about impacts. It is anticipated that the road will be better built, better maintained, wider, and safer once improved.
· Bruce Anderson (Roads Supervisor) and Rich Wilson (County Engineer) have been out there and evaluated what the road needs are for hauling large trucks and those concerns were addressed through the MOU approved by the County Commission in December.
· To preserve the view and visual impact the CUP requires a 200-foot setback as a no disturbance area, which puts it on the ridgeline so the mine could not be seen from the road.  The CUP reads a 200-foot setback off of the road until you get 600 feet south of the north project boundary line, at which time it would be a 100 feet back from the edge of the formations. That is a lot more than 200 feet from the road.  It is about 400 to 500 feet back off the road.  The majority of the rock formations are above the north side of the project boundary so they are not considered within this CUP.
· The entrance road to project property would be up the canyon to the east of the main road with approximately 10-20 trucks per day.
· If the applicant wants to expand further east, and they want to use the road or entrance differently, they would have to come back and amend the CUP, if they go beyond current plans.
· Hauled water would be used for dust control on the road and in the mining operation.
· Potential impacts include traffic, dust, and visual impacts.
· The recommended mitigations include the road maintenance MOU, separation/setback from Modena Canyon road and formations, property identification marker/fencing, setbacks and location of site facilities, dust control plan, decommissioning plan, and other CUP conditions.
· Brian Smith, applicant, shared the following about Pozzolan:
· It is an environmental friendly initiative to replace cement powder in concrete manufacturing. 
· Has been used for over 2000 years by the Romans in Europe.  
· Does not require high temperature processing that limestone requires to produce cement powder.
· Results are a net decrease in the carbon and sulfur nitrogen emissions and the gas emissions from manufacturing cement powder.
· Is a very important commodity for the future of concrete manufacturing.
· Is a green replacement for cement powder and is ultimately beneficial to the environment.
· Additionally, Brian stated:
· This is a small 20-acre mine so the deposit or footprint will not be over 20 acres.
· They will reclaim, reseed and re-contour the land as they go so the visual impact is minimal.
·  Reed clarified that the 20-acre is limited to the current bond with Utah OGM and they cannot begin until BLM has completed NEPA.  The applicant will have to reclaim the land before the bond will be released and applied to the next 20 acres.
· Roger Thomas asked Reed to remove the word “not” in the CUP item  #4 mining practices, to correct item #8 to show the plan of reclamation 
would be reviewed by the county, but needs to be approved by Utah OGM, to clarify the property identification versus fencing, to clarify the work hours, and to discuss the lighting requirements.
· Reed stated that he would correct items #4 & #8, and responded that fencing is not required, but signing or marking the border of the mining area is required, that working hours are 7am to 7pm, and noted that lighting requirements such as from generators only or night sky language could be added.
· Roger asked and Russell Limb replied that they plan to only having lighting where they are working and it will faced downward. Reed will add night sky maintenance.
· Russell Limb stated that they do not want to limit the number of trucks to 20 so he proposed 30-40 trucks per day, potentially.  They plan to improve the road to handle the capacity.
· Reed stated that the 20 trucks per day came from the application and any change would need to be reflected in the CUP.  
· Laine asked and Russell explained the trucks will be traveling to the train tracks and into Cedar City.  They are hoping for a spur on the tracks just north of the overpass near Modena, at some point. 
     Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis opened the public hearing and asked the public to follow the considerations listed on the screen.  The following comments were made:
· Ann Thorley Terry shared there is an historic cemetery, with soldiers graves, nine miles north of Modena and is concerned about the traffic hindering access to it.  
· Russell Limb explained they plan to have only one to two trucks on the road at a time and he is willing to make a turn-off so it is easier to access the cemetery, if the county approves.
· Robert Sheer shared that he owns property in Hamlin Valley approximately 20 miles north of Modena, the road is not two lanes wide in many areas, the road routinely washes out, two years ago the county road grader got stuck and the road became impassable, the road is officially closed one-half of the year, the 14 items in the CUP have not been seen by residents, no notices were sent to Hamlin Valley, the public hearing was not adequately announced, wildlife will be affected, recreation purposes need to be considered including the county OHV trails, the road is currently 30 miles long and it takes 40 minutes to drive it, and then asked if a cultural assessment was being done.
· Erick Cox explained that BLM has done a tentative study.
· Robert Sheer stated that BLM has not commenced their evaluation process; there has been no consideration, and no approval given.  BLM will be scoping before that will happen so there is no reason to rush this process and requested that the public be allowed to review the CUP and give feedback.
· Chair Tullis asked and Reed explained that the notification process is always a challenge when a project is in the middle of BLM property.  The county is required to notify adjacent property owners and post on the state and county websites.  The county notified the closest property owners even though they were not adjacent.  The county does not determine who drives on a public road that goes past a property.  The county did what was required by law, notifying adjacent property owners within a reasonable area south of the mine proposal.
· Erick Cox stated that the road will be in better shape once it is improved and will be a benefit for Iron County.
Robert Sheer asked and Russell Limb explained that the road will be safer and in better shape because of the MOU with the county.  Cattle guards, culverts, channels, etc. will be installed and crushed gravel will be added for nine miles of the road, which is a significant amount of road that will be a benefit.  He has been building roads for 40 years.  He doesn’t yet know where they will get the water from.  They anticipate needing 4000 gallons per hour, but not all the details have been worked out yet.
· Randy Clark shared they have requirements they have to follow and this CUP is one of the steps.
· Ken Parker stated the road is not maintained well and challenged the commissioners to drive the road to see what it is like and stated that $800,000.00 of taxes come from taxpayers in that canyon.
· Doug Schmutz stated that there are 10 components of pozzolan that are listed on the US Toxic Substance Control List and would like to be shown proof otherwise, the dust from crushing and roadwork will be ingested by residents and people on recreation vehicles, and that a 30-foot wide road is not safe with 40 15-foot wide trucks traveling from 6 or 7am to 6pm.
· Russell Limb responded that there are no toxic materials in it.
· Chase Hansen shared that even if the road is improved, they will be traveling behind slow trucks full of toxic materials.  Additional trucks will slow traffic on this one way in, one way out road.
· Doug Schmutz asked they move the mine to another area, possibly Gold Springs, where there are no residents.
· Mike Poynor shared concerns about someone getting hurt, cattle being struck by trucks, and who will pay for the cattle loss.
· Layne Anderson stated that he is concerned about emergency vehicles, ambulance service, and fire vehicles having enough water for emergencies, conserving water, the highway to Cedar getting damaged, and the type of trucks being used.
· Russell Limb stated they are using side dump trucks. 
· Larry Bundy stated he agrees with everything that has been said.
· Sara Atwood stated that if the residents have no choice on the project going through, she feels there should be fencing around the property to protect kids on bikes, hunters in pre-daylight hours, wildlife, etc.  She feels markers may not be seen.
· Brad Bowler shared that he raises cattle and moves cows along the road, which is a designated livestock trail.  Moving cows twice a year takes a long time.  He asked what they will do if there are trucks on the road.
· Sheri Woods stated that she is concerned about the proposed project and that she did not get adequate notice, that 20+ trucks per day is too many, the formations in the area are special, dust is unhealthy, drainage is a problem, animals drink from the area water, there will be pollution, the road is bad, 9 miles of an improved road is not enough, and more people will be driving the road.  She hopes BLM will not approve the project due to the Native American artifacts and the graves of pioneers and early homesteader.  
· Robert Sheer asked if the county could post a notice to hold a public hearing on the proposed CUP for those who don’t know about this.  The   notice for this meeting should have been posted on the road.
· Reed Erickson replied that this hearing is the public hearing for the CUP.
     Close Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis closed the public hearing.
     Planning Commission Action – (Approve, Approve with modifications, Deny or Continue) 
     Motion:  Laine made a motion to table agenda item #8 to gather more information and to visit the location.
     Second:  Seconded by Mark Halterman.
     Planning Commission & Staff Discussion
· Roger Thomas and Reed clarified that Utah OGM also has jurisdiction for the mine, the proposed use is an allowed use in the zone and the ordinance says it shall be granted unless the planning commission determines it does not meet the conditions or the mitigations are not addressed sufficiently to be able to say yes.
· Laine stated that each side needs to present more data since this has become an emotional discussion.
     Motion Passed: (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, nay; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, aye)
     Continued Discussion:
· Reed asked and the commissioners responded they want more information on the mining process, chemical hazards, size of water tank for mine and road dust control, and air quality.
· Reed clarified there will not be another public hearing, but the public may submit information in writing to reed@ironcounty.net.
· Since many of the public have left this meeting, he will email detailing they have one week to submit the information.  The information will then be distributed to the planning commissioners.
· The next meeting (March 6th) will be for the planning commissioners to discuss and act upon the proposed CUP.

9.  CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION – “Recreation, Commercial” Black Eagle Air Soft – Paintball Facility (39.37 Acres) Located 
     near 7812 N 1600 W, Beryl, UT 84714   
     Applicant: Black Eagle Air Soft, c/o Kasen Muncrief 
     Introduction:
     Reed Erickson shared the following:
· The CUP is for a recreation/commercial business for an airsoft tactical facility located on 1600 W and 7812 N, Beryl.
· The 39.27 acres is located near sections of BLM property and R-2 & R-5 zoned private property that was platted many years ago.
· 7800 N is the end of the county maintenance on 1600 W.
· The application is to operate with temporary facilities to see if business has interest before drilling a well and adding septic.
· The CUP would require a development plan by June 1, 2025.
· The proposal is Commercial with a small water system; they would be allowed up to 25 people per day.
· The identified impacts include traffic and noise.
· The mitigations are to have good separation from adjacent residences, to use portable toilets temporarily, and to limit daytime hours to 7am to 7pm.
     Erick Cox asked and the applicant confirmed that their business is not related to the nearby Exotic BnB project.
     Kasen Muncrief, applicant, shared that Jeff Hibbins, property owner directly to the north, thinks it is a great idea that the airsoft BBs are 
Biodegradable and that they will be open Fridays, Saturdays, and Sundays to start from 10am to 6pm each day.
     Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis opened the public hearing.  The following comments were made:
· Sheri Woods stated this was a great idea and that the shooting range nearby has done well and is well supported.
· Garrett Lucas shared that along with the nearby firing range; airsoft is also used for firearms training and is a good way to teach kids.
· Kasen stated that they will not allow smoke grenades.  They will not have any buildings; it will be sagebrush, dirt, trenches, and foxholes.
     Close Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis closed the public hearing.
     Planning Commission & Staff Discussion: 
· Chair Tullis read the Review and Findings Section 17.28.050.
· Roger Thomas stated and Reed agreed that they won’t need a fence around the parcel so Item #13 would be changed to boundary markers.
· Mike Platt thanked the applicants for their patience for having to sit through this long meeting.
     Planning Commission Action – (Approve, Approve with modifications, Deny or Continue):
     Motion:  Mike Platt made a motion to approve the CUP on 39.37 acres for agenda item # 9 having found the applicant to be in compliance with the 
Iron County Land use Section 17-28.
     Second:  Seconded by Roger Halterman.
     Motion Passed: (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, aye)

10. CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION – “Resort Lodge”  Aurora Wilds Resort (20.19 Acres) 
      Located near 3522 S Shurtz Canyon Rd, Cedar City, UT 84720   
      Applicant: Brian Slade 
      Introduction:
      Reed Erickson shared the following:
· Brian Slade, the applicant, is in attendance to answer questions.
· The property is located on Shurtz Canyon Road, south of Cedar City off of Tipple Canyon Road and is against BLM property and the Pyramid Ridge campground near the Lincoln-Miller subdivision.  
· The property is surrounded by A-20 zoned property.
· A resort lodge is an allowed use in the A-20 zone.
· They have proposed to keep the resort on the front end of lot near Shurtz Canyon Road.
· The proposal is for more than what the available water system would allow.  The four lots in the Tweedies subdivision are on one well with a non-public water source, but there is a water user agreement that allows for connection to other properties that are on the north and west remainder parcel. There are seven total connections.  
· A nonpublic water system allows 25 people per day.  A public water system would be required to accommodate their request for 40 people per day.
· Brian is aware of the water requirements and knows he would need to keep the number of beds low until water improvements were made.
· Brian shared:
· The term Resort Lodge is misleading, this is the term in the county ordinance that it qualifies under.
· He served 27 years in the military and wants to support his brothers in arms by sharing this with them.
· Most people know that suicide is a big problem so he and his wife do training that is effective for people who experience trauma.
· They focus on outdoor serenity because the environment is important.  He knows the surrounding neighbors feel the same.  
· They will continue to work on the water issue.  They will keep it a small footprint until it is worked out.  
· They have taken as little as 25 people at a time; they will just limit the staff.  The staff is usually 10 people.
· The lodge building would be three stories on one side and two on the other with 15,000 square feet, which is bigger than most houses, but not gigantic.  It will be tucked back to keep the surrounding view protected and they will use downward lighting, etc.
· Roger asked and Reed explained that the recent roadwork out there was a partnership with Iron County and BLM to improve the road.  The water was put in by the residents that bought the property.
· Terry Palmer clarified that the septic is permitted through the health department.
     Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis opened the public hearing.  A summary of the comments include:
· Kathy Roberts stated:
· She has worked on this subdivision for 3 years.
· A well was drilled, power was brought in and piped to each lot, and each lot would be on septic and propane.  
· The county previously denied overnight guests twice, but BLM put in the campground.  Another neighbor wanted an ammo shop with 10 employees and he was told he had to pave the road, bring in power, and a sprinkler system.  The costs were too high so he backed out.
· This proposed use and other uses like a resort, hospital, and prison does not conform with agriculture in an A-20 zone.  Houses, barns, sheds, etc. are conforming uses.
· The road is a single lane so cars have to pull over to pass each other.  The road is under 24 feet wide.
· Lori Dancer read notes from an April 28, 2023 meeting with all the interested parties, including Brian Slade, regarding the well and pipe sizes, water shares, price, and supply.  She also read details of domestic and livestock use requirements, the water deed details, and regulation 309-510.
· Kale Lofthouse stated:
· He and his wife just bought lot 4.  His understanding is that subdivisions are homes, not commercial.  
· Adding a campground across from an existing campground is not needed.  
· He appreciates the helping of veterans, but this should be a family neighborhood.
· Anthony Guadagno stated:
· He was not formally notified of this meeting.  
· Prior to purchasing the lots, all of the subdivision owners agreed to use the lots for residential/single family homes.  
· He respects property rights, but the light pollution, noise, and security are more than he expected.  
· The subdivision was created as seven lots so that no fire hydrant would be needed.  The 15,000 sf structure will require a hydrant. 
· They said this was for well-being, but the real use is overnight camping, extended space, tiny homes, living on the property, and RV’s, which will require him to have to build a fence for security.
· The road is a 20-foot dirt road, measured at the cattle guard, which already has 30 cars going in and out daily. His research says campgrounds have cars go in and out several times per day.  Multiple cars, RV’s and 40-foot trailers will tear up that road so maintenance is an issue.
· Trespassing is an issue.  
· The CUP should be compatible and conforming.  This is not domestic living and not an asset for this area so he is contesting.   
· He would not have invested in this property and home if he had known about this project.
· Sue Gale stated:
· She was not notified of this meeting.
· She has lived there for 20 years and moved there to get away from the city because they zone however they want.
· The area has a natural deer habitat, wild turkeys, horses, and 4-wheelers.
· The road improvements were only a small portion of the road and even though they widened cattle guard, it is still too tight.  
· The road is one way in and one way out and goes across the ravine. Traffic, including bikers, has increased so they can’t walk on the road any longer.
· It is sad that people need help, but a lot of them are mentally unstable and it is a ways away from getting help from emergency services.  
· They moved out there to be in woods, and now BLM is adding another campground.  They are concerned about the light pollution and the three-story building being large.  
· She is not against Brian and what he’s doing, it’s just not in an area it should be in. 
· She also asked if the road would be required to be oiled.
· Martin Clements stated this is the wrong place to put an insane asylum.
· Jake Miller stated:
· The nitrates in the soil will be high with a 3-story building on septic.
· This is not compatible if an eyesore is built.
· Having 40 rooms and bathrooms will affect the well.
     Responses to the comments included:
· Reed shared:
· All of the existing infrastructure was permitted as part of the subdivision improvements.
· The table of uses for A-20 is not limited to whether they are agriculture or not.
· Brian Slade explained:
· This project is his dream and he does not think it will be the imprint everyone is picturing.
· The structure will look like a house and will be behind the trees on the center of the property so it’s not close to anybody.  
· He is hearing what everyone is saying, but this use is an allowed use in the A-20 zone.
· The well is on his property and he is required to be 200 feet away from it.
· He will not fill in the ravine; it is a natural protection from flooding.
· He is not planning to use an excess of water.
     Close Public Hearing:
     Chair Tullis closed the public hearing.
     Planning Commission & Staff Discussion:
     Comments included:
· A discussion of a previously approved campsite that was amended to remove the RV’s due to travel way concerns.  The park has not built yet, possibly due to the high number of conditions added.
· With the current well, seven bedrooms (25 people) total would be allowed which includes campsites.  To increase capacity, the applicant would have to bring in a public water system.
· The A-20 zone allows this use, but an RA-20 zone does not.  An RA-20 zone was recommended to the subdivider, but they chose A-20.
· Firearms are allowed if they are beyond 600 feet of another residence.
· The planning commission does not need to determine when the applicant decided to use the land for this business.
· Road improvements are not required because the road is already on the county’s maintenance system.
· Whether the 20-foot wide road was the right number or sufficient.  Rich will review the road width.
· Conditions cannot be put on this CUP based on what BLM is doing.
· The size of the building is 15,000 square feet on the main floor.  The height of the building is not restricted in A-20.
· Fire suppression will be required for the building.
· CUP item #12 includes noise conditions.
· The fencing requirements for the whole parcel versus the campsite area and/or the parking area.
· Adding more mitigation conditions such as light screening/blocking and no RV hookups or RV camping.
· The facility is not an in-patient rehab, but participants may stay for several days, which is allowed.
· The ammunitions business that was discussed earlier had more conditions due to the type and amount of ammunition he wanted to use and the number of delivery trucks coming and going.
Brian Slade explained:
· The rooms and campsites will be rented out at times to guests.
· The treatment for PTSD would include walking the participants through hearing gunshots from the nearby shooting range.
· He told Dan Roberts his plans for the business when the subdivision plans were being made.
· The new BLM campground across the street is already being built.	
· He would consider a fence around the parking area, but thought it would detract from the landscape.  
· One acre of the property will not be in green belt. 
· The participants pay for the services themselves. 
The planning commissioners reviewed the Review and Findings (section 17.28-050) and found the application to be compliant.
Planning Commission Action – (Approve, Approve with modifications, Deny or Continue):
Motion:  Roger made a motion to approve with modifications as identified by Reed previously (headlight screening around the camping parking area 
        and no RV camping or hookups) to approve the CUP for agenda item #10 for the 20.19 acre property having found the application to be in 
        compliance with requirements of the Iron County Land Management Code, Section 17.28.050.
Second:  Seconded by Mark Halterman.
Motion Passed: (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, aye)

11. ANNEXATION REVIEW – CREATING AN ISLAND OR PENINSULA 
      Proposed annexation into Parowan City, approximately 51.16 acres located within the SE¼ of Section 15, T34S, R9W, SLBM (APNs: C-  
      0957-0001-0000, C-0957-0000-0000 & C-0970-0000-0000).   
      Applicant: Iron County, Prime West Development LC, Parowan City 
      Introduction:
      Reed Erickson shared the following:
· The property being proposed for annexation is near Parowan.
· Annexing this property will create an island of un-annexed property, so the county has to agree to the proposal.
· The annexation will not restrict or enhance the ability for the county to provide any services in the area.
· The county has to agree to this proposal of an island that doesn’t currently exist in order for Parowan to annex the property.
· The recommendation will be presented to the County Commission on Monday, February 10th.
Planning Commission & Staff Discussion:
No comments made
Planning Commission Action – Recommendation to County Commission: 
Motion:  Erick Cox made a motion to recommend to the county commission approval of the annexation agreement for agenda item #11. 
Second: Seconded by Mark Halterman.
Mark Halterman clarified that Prime West Development is Larry Pendleton.
Motion Passed: (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, aye)

12. TRAINING – OPEN MEETINGS LAW… 
Sam Woodall – Deputy County Attorney 
Sam was not able to attend the meeting so the training will be rescheduled for a future meeting.
 
13. MINUTES… consider approval of minutes for the January 9, 2025 meeting. 
      Motion:  Mike Platt made a motion to approve the January 9th meeting minutes.
      Second: Seconded by Mark Halterman
      Motion Passed: (Voting:  Michelle Tullis, aye; Erick Cox, aye; Mark Halterman, aye; Roger Thomas, aye; Laine Sutherland, aye; Mike Platt, aye)
 
 
14.  STAFF REPORTS…   A. Building Department B. County Attorney C. Planner & Services Coordinator      
       No reports given due to the length of the meeting.

15.  ADJOURN  
      Chair Tullis adjourned the meeting at 11:17 pm.
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