


MINUTES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION				             April 17, 2025
OF THE TOWN OF CLARKSTON									       7:00 PM

Clarkston Planning Commission Meeting held at the Clarkston Town Hall, 24 South Main, Clarkston, UT

Attendance: Chairman Adam Hanover, Commissioner Austen Powell, Commissioner Jeremy Hidalgo, Commissioner Lester Lee  
	
Deputy Clerk: Holly Jones

Public Attendance: 
In person: Mark Kidman, Dan Godfrey, Kirsten Godfrey, Gilbert Salas, Garth Day, Darrin Michaelis
Via Zoom: Diane Gibbons, DianaLyn Perkins, Daren Perkins, Scott Gibbons   
       
1. CALL TO ORDER PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
Chairman Hanover called the Clarkston Planning Commission meeting to order.   

The first order of business was to approve the minutes from the March 13, 2025, meeting.  Commissioner Lee made a motion to approve the minutes. Commissioner Hidalgo seconded the motion. All were in favor. The minutes from March 13, 2025, were approved. 

2. BUSINESS
The agenda was rearranged so the Gibbons concept plan could be the next item, because Clarkston Town uses the free version of Zoom, which only allows 40 minutes of meeting time.

· Gibbons Concept Plan – Kirsten and Danny Godfrey were present at the meeting representing the Gibbons Family. The Gibbons and Perkins Families were also present via Zoom. Mrs. Kirsten Godfrey stated they were at the meeting for a minor subdivision or lot split of the Gibbons lot from the ten-acre parcel it is currently to two five-acre parcels. 

Chairman Hanover stated that he had talked with Mrs. Godfrey over the phone and all the Commissioners had looked at the parcel quite a bit. It does not meet the requirements for a minor subdivision. Of course they could subdivide it, but it would have to be under the full subdivision code, which is extra time and money. 

Mrs. Godfrey said she submitted a concept plan application after her discussion with Chairman Hanover to be able to discuss the matter holistically. A picture of the parcel viewer Mrs. Godfrey sent in showing the existing roads in blue and the master planned road in red dotted line was shared on screen (Exhibit A). Chairman Hanover stated that the reason this parcel would not qualify for a minor subdivision is because there is a master planned road running right through the middle of the new parcel. The code states that none of the subdivided parcel edges can touch a master planned road. Chairman Hanover asked if the concept plan was submitted for a full subdivision. 

Mrs. Kirsten Godfrey stated the picture was to show that according to Clarkston Code 11-9-4B, the ten-acre parcel, as it exists today, has met all the conditions required for minor subdivision.  

11-9-4B:
 B.   The area to be subdivided must have frontage on existing, improved streets and be immediately adjacent to existing utilities. No minor subdivision shall be approved if it requires the dedication of land for street rights-of-way or other public purposes along any edge of the subdivided lots, including streets identified in the Clarkston Town Master Plan. 
      1.   Improved Streets: For the purposes of this ordinance, frontage must be on existing paved streets in public rights of way, built per town specifications which excludes dirt roads and all other unimproved roadways. 

Chairman Hanover said the issue that is not shown on that map is that there is a master planned road. Mrs. Godfrey responded that there was a dotted line on a map representing where a master planned road is supposed to go, but that is not the perimeter. Chairman Hanover said that it would end up being on the perimeter once the lot was split. Mr. Danny Godfrey replied that the proposed lot split would be to the north of the master planned road. Mrs. Godfrey detailed that there would be 660 feet of frontage on all sides of the property and the lot split would go right through the middle, which leaves 330 feet on each new parcel. She confirmed that the master planned road would be somewhere in the middle of the newly created south lot. She stated they were not there to get a building permit or get access off a master planned road. It is literally a lot split from ten acres down to five acres each without touching, obstructing, or dealing with any master planned roads. She asserted that the dedicated roads are already in existence on the perimeter of the existing parcel, as described 11-9-4B. Chairman Hanover restated that there is a master planned road in that space, to which Mrs. Godfrey replied that it was irrelevant. Chairman Hanover restated that Clarkston has spoken with their attorney specifically about this lot and this issue and he did not view it in the same way as Mrs. Godfrey.   

As the map was further reviewed, the Planning Commission pointed out that 100 East, 400 North, and the new master planned road were all undeveloped. Roads get developed at the time of subdivision. The Godfreys answered that they are not required to be built unless somebody wants to get a building permit and access the property off the road. Mr. Godfrey commented that no one is asking for a building permit or a subdivision. Commissioner Hidalgo explained that lot split and subdivision are the same thing. This would be considered a minor subdivision. Chairman Hanover added that it doesn’t meet the requirement for a minor subdivision because of the undeveloped infrastructure.   

Clarkston code 11-9-4B was further scrutinized, discussed, and debated. The Godfrey’s firmly expressed their view that the needed land dedications for roads were already in place and that their proposal met the requirements for minor subdivision. The Planning Commission did not agree. They reaffirmed that all undeveloped roads had to be developed at the time of subdivision and any development needed disqualified a minor subdivision applicant. The whole purpose of the minor subdivision being that no infrastructure needed to be done. They stated that the parcel can be subdivided, just not in a minor subdivision. It would have to go through the full subdivision code. 

Mrs. Godfrey pointed out that if the lot was required to go through the full subdivision, there would be potential for nine new building lots and three new roads for the town to maintain. If it goes through a minor subdivision, there is only one new lot and a lot with an existing home on it. There would be no new roads that require maintenance. She felt the Planning Commission missed the intent of the minor subdivision code, which was to slow growth. 

Chairman Hanover stated that if, down the line, someone applied for a building permit on the newly created parcel they would be denied because the parcel wasn’t properly split. Commissioner Hidalgo added that the intent of the minor subdivision code was to make it easier to subdivide those lots that don’t need infrastructure improvements. Chairman Hanover added that there weren’t many lots in Clarkston that qualify for minor subdivision. He stated the attorney commented that towns or cities do not allow people to minor subdivide and not build roads because the burden then falls to the taxpayer. Cities and towns cannot afford it. Commissioner Hidalgo added that another intent of the minor subdivision code was to prevent “stacking”, referring to using minor subdivisions to circumvent the requirements of putting in a full subdivision.   

Mr. Godfrey summarized that currently, east of Main Street, the requirements [to build] are 100 feet of frontage and a ½- acre lot. On their proposal there would be 330 feet of frontage and 5 acres. He could not understand how that does not qualify. He said he understood how there wouldn’t be space for four houses along 200 East, especially when the 300 North right-of-way could potentially be developed. He felt it should only be developed at the landowner’s request. Why would the town want to develop these roads now? When someone came with the intent to build on the parcel and have access is when the town would want to develop the roads. He told the Commission that what they were requiring now was devaluing the land to half of what it was worth and providing landowners with a good case against the town that the requirements were too much of a burden. The landowner had no intent to develop the parcel, just to split a five-acre lot off. The new parcel may be farmed and have no intention to build. It should be up to the owner of the new five-acre lot if they want to proceed with subdivision and go through the town’s ordinances. He said that by creating one new tax ID number, they are not asking for any building rights. He felt it was very harsh to have these requirements imposed on the landowner at this point. Again, he could not understand how this lot, of all the lots in town, did not qualify for a lot split. All the utilities are in place both on 200 East and 400 North currently. If the landowner is required to put all this infrastructure in with no building happening, the taxpayer has to pay for all the maintenance for nobody to use it. He felt the ordinances needed to be looked at again. He spoke with the county and real estate lawyers and was told that if the parcel meets the requirements the town could not stop the landowners from splitting it the lot. If it was less than 100-foot frontage or ½ an acre then, yes, the town has recourse, but that is not the case. Chairman Hanover stated there is an innocent buyer’s protection clause, that if a lot is split without going through the proper routes there is a comment put on the title, or deed, of the land that marks it as not having gone through the subdivision ordinances properly and no building permits can be issued until it is rectified. He questioned how someone would go about properly subdividing a lot in which they only own a partial piece. Commissioner Hidalgo added that it is true a landowner can go to the county recorder’s office and change their parcel boundaries, they are only a recording system, but that does not make it legal.  

Mrs. Godfrey asked if all the Commissioners were in agreement that the parcel does not qualify for minor subdivision. Chairman Hanover recused himself from comment, because he is an elected official and not a part of the Land Use Authority. Commissioner Powell, as the Land Use Authority, said that the Planning Commission has to take all personal opinions out of it and revert back to what the code says. He stated that right now the code says if you subdivided those lots you would be creating unbuildable lots and, therefore, passing on the needed improvements to somebody else. 

The Godfrey’s asked what the appeal process would be if they want to pursue that course of action. Commissioner Powell specified the state ombudsman would be the appeal authority.               
 
3. PERMITS/BUSINESS LICENSES: 
· Business Licenses:  
· Mark Kidman – 140 E. 100 N. – Cleanit
Chairman Hanover recognized Mr. Kidman for a business license. He read Mr. Kidman’s application stating he planned on providing cleaning services, commercial and residential, there would be no parking requirements, with monthly sales projected to be $2000. The application said he would be traveling to various locations to clean. Mr. Kidman introduced himself and gave the Commissioners a handout showing what is business offers. (Exhibit B) He said that he has a mentor business called Clean Deep that is getting too many customers. He takes the accounts that they cannot keep up with. 

He stated that he was a successful business owner in Los Angeles with a photography business. He mainly wanted to start the business to teach his son, Joseph, how to be a business owner. 

He said the goal for the first year would be to start off with the commercial cleaning, which would be mostly in Logan, Hyrum, and Smithfield. He won’t have many supplies at his home because most of the businesses already have cleaning supplies at their business location. He said there would be no one coming to his home, nor would he have any of the cleaning chemicals in his home. He plans on renting a small storage in Logan to store any cleaning chemicals. 

The Commissioners had no further questions. Commissioner Powell made a motion to recommend Mr. Kidman’s business license application to the Town Council for approval. Commissioner Lee seconded the motion. All were in favor. The application will be forwarded to the Town Council with a recommendation for approval. 




· Gilbert Salas – 80 N. 100 E. – Gammies’ 
Chairman Hanover recognized Mr. Salas for a business license. Mr. Salas introduced himself and stated that he wanted to open a mirco-bakery stand. He said there would not be any employees, it would just be a little building out in front of the house. They would have a couple of bakery items, such as sourdough cookies. He has made them for his neighbors a lot and people have talked him into trying something. 

He has been a chef for over 27 years. He is currently the regional chef for Sal Management. One of the buildings he works at is in Smithfield at Birch Creek Assisted Living. They are working on cinnamon rolls for a new market right now. Commissioner Powell asked if they were baking at their home or just selling goods. Mr. Salas stated that he would be baking out of his industrial kitchen and just selling out of the stand. He will be using the industrial kitchen for baking because they have all the certifications. 

Commissioner Hidalgo reminded Mr. Salas that he would need to get a zoning clearance for the stand he would be selling out of. Mr. Salas asked for more information and was told he would need to get a zoning clearance application to put the structure up. Commissioner Powell told him that, depending on the size of the structure he puts up, he may need a building permit. Mr. Salas stated that it would be well below 200 sq. feet. Commissioner Powell asked about power. Mr. Salas said there would be no power and they probably wouldn’t sell anything in the winter. 

Commissioner Powell asked about parking and if there was a way for people to easily come and go. The parcel viewer was looked at. (Exhibit C) Mr. Salas stated that they had a large area in front of his house. He was planning on putting it in the gravel area to the south of his garage. Chairman Hanover pointed out the town right-of-way on the parcel viewer and told him it would have to be moved back from the yellow line. 

There were no further questions. Commissioner Hidalgo made a motion to recommend approval of the business license to the Town Council. Commissioner Powell seconded that motion. All were in favor. The application will be forwarded to the Town Council with a recommendation for approval.    
          
· Building/Zoning Permit:
· Michelle Renshaw – 148 E. Center St. – Accessory Building
This was a new permit in City Inspect. Commissioner Hidalgo was the only one who had a chance to look at it. He stated that the site plan was only a picture with no setbacks on it. He sent an email to Ms. Renshaw asking to include the setbacks. Chairman Hanover stated that they will wait to get the required information from Ms. Renshaw.   

4. BUSINESS
· Willis Acres Subdivision Phase 2 Final Plat Application
Chairman Hanover stated that he reached out to the town attorney regarding his concern with the following state code requirement:

Utah Code 10-9a-603(2)(b) requires final plats to describe “the boundaries, course, and dimensions of all of the parcels of ground divided….” The proposed final Plat subdivides parcel no. 15-026-011, but it only depicts a portion of it. The Plat must indicate what is happening with the remainder of the parcel in order to comply with this requirement of the State Code. The Town should ensure changes are made to comply with this requirement. An example of how this could be done is the preliminary plat for this project. 

Utah State Code 10-9a-603(2)(b):

the boundaries, course, and dimensions of all of the parcels of ground divided, by their boundaries, course, and extent, whether the owner proposes that any parcel of ground is intended to be used as a street or for any other public use, and whether any such area is reserved or proposed for dedication for a public purpose;

The preliminary plat (Exhibit D) shows all the way to the road with the future development. The final plat (Exhibit E) only shows a “Remainder” parcel. The attorney said that was acceptable and he would sign off on that. Chairman Hanover had no other concerns. He commented that the application states that to be approved the final plat must be printed on mylar and therefore they cannot make a final determination until it is. 
	
Mr. Day said they don’t print the mylar until they get final approval, because if they bring in the mylar and there is a mistake they have to reprint it. He stated the normal course of action would be to get final approval, they would then print the mylar, get all the signatures, and bring it back for the Land Use Authority’s approval. 

Chairman Hanover stated that is the reason he wanted to have them at the meeting, to let them know that everything looks good from the town, engineering, and legal reviews of the final plat. 

Mr. Day said the county also said it is a recordable document. He asked if Chairman Hanover wanted them to print the mylar and get all the signatures then bring it back to them. Chairman Hanover responded in the affirmative. Deputy Clerk Jones stated that the town attorney asked to be the final signature. Mr. Day said they would get the applicable signatures and return with the mylar and the escrow agreement. It was determined that an official meeting was not necessary. Commissioner Powell, as Clarkston’s Land Use Authority, could meet with them to sign the mylar.  

· Boundary Line Adjustment Code
This was tabled at the last meeting. Chairman Hanover thought a boundary line adjustment application that looked similar to a zoning clearance application would suffice. There would be one box showing the current boundary line and the other showing the proposed change. Commissioner Powell felt the inclusion of instructions on the application would be helpful. Commissioner Hidalgo liked the idea of having a record if there were ever a dispute. The town would have documentation of what was approved on our own application and, through City Watch, the county would send the Deputy Clerk what was recorded. Most land use records have permanent retention and could be reviewed if there were any disputes. Commissioner Lee asked how precisely measured the plans would need to be. Commissioner Powell thought it would probably be a case-by-case situation. For example, if someone took ten feet out of a field that would not need as much scrutiny as someone who took ten feet that put the property line right up next to an existing structure. It was felt that Clarkston should not require a survey in these instances, there should be lower barriers to compliance. Rather, much like a zoning clearance, the Commission should trust the information provided by the applicant.      

5. PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.

6. ADJOURN
There being no further business to come before the Planning Commission, Commissioner Lee made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Powell seconded the motion. All were in favor. The Clarkston Town Planning Commission meeting was adjourned at 7:51 p.m.    


    Holly Jones       
Clarkston Deputy Clerk
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