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KANAB CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

26 North 100 East
Kanab, UT 84741

October 7, 2025

NOTICE is hereby given that the Kanab Planning Commission will hold its regular
Commission Meeting on the 7t day of October 2025, in the City Council Chambers at
the Kanab City Office located at 26 North 100 East in Kanab. The Planning
Commission meeting will convene at 6:30 PM and the agenda will be as follows:

Agenda ltems:
1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Approval of meeting minutes from July 1, 2025 and September 2, 2025

3. Public Comment Period — Members of the public are invited to address the Planning
Commission. Participants are asked to keep their comments to 3 minutes and follow
rules of civility outlined in Kanab Ordinance 3-601

Administrative Decision Items:

Legislative Decision:

1. PUBLIC HEARING Discuss and recommend a text amendment to Kanab City’s Land
Use Ordinance Chapter 17 Single Family Zones, chapter 19 MH-KCR Zone and General
Ordinance Section 13 Police and public Offenses. The purpose of the amendment is to
discuss dog boarding parameters and requirements for residential areas.

2. PUBLIC HEARING Discuss and recommend a test amendment to Kanab City’s General
Ordinance Chapter 9 — Business Licenses. The purpose of the amendment is to discuss
Special Events in city limits.

3. Public Hearing Discuss and recommend an application for a zone change on parcel K-
45-9 from R-1-8 (Single Family) to RM (Multi-Family Zone). Parcel is located at 322 E
200 S [Applicant: Josh Beazer]

Work Meeting:

Staff Report:
Commission Member Report:

Council Member Liaison Report:

Times listed for each item on the agenda may be accelerated as time permits or may be taken out of order as moved
upon by the commission. If you are planning to attend this public meeting and due to a disability need assistance in
understanding or participating in the meeting, please notify the City eight or more hours in advance of the meeting,
and we will try to provide whatever assistance may be required. Please contact the Kanab City Offices.

— A Western Classic —

26 North 100 East - Kanab, Utah 84741 - Phone 435-644-2534 . Fax 435-644-2536 - www.kanab.utah.gov
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Kanab City Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting
July 1, 2025
Kanab City Council Chambers
26 North 100 East
6:30 PM

Agenda Items:

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

In attendance — Commission Members Marlee Swain, Russ Whitaker, Dennis Shakespear, Nate
Lyman, Mark Gilberg, Ben Aiken; Building/Land Use Administrator Janae Chatterley, Council Liaison
Arlon Chamberlain, City Attorney Kent Burggraaf

Not in attendance — Commission Members Kerry Glover and Terry Edwards
Approval of meeting minutes from June 3, 2025

Commission Member Whitaker made a motion to approve the minutes from June 3, 2025.
Commission Member Lyman seconded the motion. Motion passed.

Marlee Swain — YES

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Nate Lyman —YES

Mark Gilberg — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Kerry Glover — Absent
Terry Edwards — Absent

Public Comment Period — Members of the public are invited to address the Planning Commission.
Participants are asked to keep their comments to 3 minutes and follow rules of civility outlined in
Kanab Ordinance 3-601

Kylie Burks introduced herself and explained that she owns a pet sitting business. She shared her
interest in pursuing legal options to board dogs overnight at her residence in the Ranchos area,
where current zoning does not allow for commercial kenneling. She proposed exploring conditional
use options, such as neighbor approval, limited dog numbers, and inspections, but was unsure how
to initiate a change in the ordinance. She mentioned her discussion with Ms. Chatterley and
expressed a desire to understand the legal path forward.

Chair Swain asked for clarification on what would be required to begin that process.
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Ms. Chatterley explained that Kylie would need to petition to amend the ordinance, which includes
a $250 fee and drafting proposed language—an intimidating task for someone unfamiliar with
ordinance structure. She offered to assist with the language if Ms. Burks chose to pursue it. She
further clarified that dog sitting is allowed as a home occupation, but overnight boarding currently
falls under commercial regulations and is only permitted on larger lots (typically 2 acres or more) or
in commercial zones.

Kylie acknowledged that she had unknowingly boarded dogs at her home and wanted to ensure she
was following proper procedures in the future. She mentioned that she would prefer to avoid
housing many dogs and envisioned a modest setup with inspections and neighbor approval.

Commission Member Shakespear recalled a prior case involving residents who boarded both dogs
and horses and noted that it had caused issues due to noncompliance.

Ms. Chatterley confirmed the case and stated that the main issue had been noise, particularly
barking during the night, from more than the allowed four dogs per residence.

Commission Member Gilberg commented that he had boarded dogs at residences in the Ranchos
area before, referencing services like Rover. He noted the practice seemed common but
unregulated.

Ms. Chatterley acknowledged this and reiterated that enforcement typically followed complaints, as
with the prior case.

Ms. Burks emphasized that her goal was to create a legal and humane option for short-term and
overnight care that would not disturb neighbors. She suggested having a limit on the number of
dogs and committed to transparency and compliance.

Chair Swain asked about the relevant permit requirements.

Ms. Chatterley explained that for personal dogs, owners must license and vaccinate them. Beyond
two dogs, an additional dog household permit is required, which includes a spay/neuter
requirement and a fenced yard of at least 450 square feet. She outlined the possibility of adding a
new category for small-scale dog boarding under home occupation rules, potentially with conditions
or a conditional use permit.

Ms. Burks stated she welcomed inspections and would be willing to make necessary improvements
to her yard to ensure safety and compliance. She stressed the importance of addressing a growing
community need.

Chair Swain asked whether the group would be open to discussing a conditional use permit option
at a future meeting.
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Mr. Burggraaf weighed in, explaining the differences between permitted uses and conditional use

permits. He recommended a conditional use path for flexibility and enforceability, particularly in

handling issues such as noise and hours of operation.

Commission Members Gilberg and Aiken both voiced concerns about noise, with Mr. Gilberg also

proposing fines for repeated violations.

Mr. Burggraaf noted that fines already exist under general ordinances for excessive noise, and

enforcement typically begins with law enforcement addressing complaints informally.

Ms. Burks agreed that responsible pet care should prevent such issues and committed to taking

corrective action if a dog became disruptive.

Chair Swain asked whether Kylie’s current operation was permissible.

Ms. Chatterley clarified that as long as the dogs arrived and left the same day, it would fall within

the bounds of daily pet sitting, which is allowed.

Ms. Burks appreciated the clarification and emphasized that this service was in high demand,

especially from tourists. She reiterated her interest in following the proper process.

Chair Swain requested that a discussion item regarding conditional use permits for boarding animals

be added to the agenda for the next meeting, and then closed the public comment period.

Ms. Chatterley confirmed the addition of the discussion item to the agenda.

Administrative Decision Items:

1.

Discuss and recommend to City Council a plat amendment to adjust the lot line for parcel U-A-
1, K-68-25, and K-68-15 located approximately at 384 N 200 E [Applicant Iron Rock
Engineering]

Ms. Chatterley suggested discussing item three simultaneously, as it related to a vacation of an

easement connected to the plat amendment. She explained that the property involved three lots—

two in the same subdivision and one in a different one—requiring two separate plats due to county

requirements. She clarified the location and subdivision details, noting that an existing house

encroached on both the lot line and a public utility easement. Since the lots are under common

ownership, the owners sought to resolve the encroachments. The city and utility companies

required that, while the existing 7 ft and 5 ft easements would be vacated, a new 20 ft-wide

easement would be created to accommodate sewer access, as required by ordinance. Janae detailed

the specific adjustments to the lot lines and confirmed the proposal had been approved by the

surveyor. Public Works Director Jake had requested the new easement, and South Central and
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Garcane confirmed their utilities were also located there. The changes complied with state code,
and staff recommended approval.

Chair Swain asked if there were further questions from the commission.

Commission Member Aiken clarified whether one easement was being vacated and another
installed.

Ms. Chatterley confirmed that a new public utility easement was being established.

Commission Member Gilberg asked if the new easement was for sewer purposes.

Ms. Chatterley explained it was a general public utility easement. She also noted that a revised plat
would reflect this designation and include the correct parcel numbers, a correction prompted when
she caught an error while preparing notices.

Chair Swain inquired whether a single motion could address both items one and three.

Kent Burggraaf advised that the items should be addressed separately, as the plat amendment was
contingent on city council approval of the easement vacation.

Commission Member Shakespear made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the City
Council for the plat amendment to parcels U-A-1, K-68-25, and K-68-15 based on the findings and
conditions outlined in the staff report PLAN 25-04. Commission Member Aiken seconded the
motion. Motion passed.

Marlee Swain — YES

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Nate Lyman —YES

Mark Gilberg — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Kerry Glover — Absent
Terry Edwards — Absent

2. Approve or deny a site plan for Kane County Office of Tourism parcel K-15-5A located
approximately at 78 S 100 E [Applicant: Iron Rock Engineering/Kane County]

Ms. Chatterley explained that the King County Office of Tourism intended to remodel and expand
the existing building. She noted that because the renovations affected over 50% of the building and
included an addition, the project triggered Chapter 9 requirements related to parking and



145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
154
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176
177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185

landscaping. She described the existing landscaping and additions, including new landscaping
diamonds. The total building size would increase to approximately 5,520 square feet, requiring 26
parking stalls, as per city code. She mentioned that the plan used a Chapter 6 allowance for compact
stalls, permitting five compact spaces. She emphasized that the plan met code requirements and
staff recommended approval.

Chair Swain asked whether the building's front would still face the road.

Ms. Chatterley clarified that while the front of the building remained the same, the entrance was
being moved. She also mentioned a new garage bay and a line of windows on the new front
elevation. She confirmed that Iron Rock was present for further questions.

Chair Swain asked about the location of the new storage space, and Commission Member Aiken
identified a nearby motel as the adjacent property.

Ms. Chatterley commented that the building had also been a home previously.

Matt Hinky, the architect from Iron Rock Group, described the proximity to the motel and the mural
visible on adjacent buildings. He noted the new storage area would be used for moving tourism
materials by hand and would rarely be accessed. He explained that while the building's orientation
was changing 90 degrees, the current front entrance was not prominent, so that the change would
be subtle. He highlighted renderings that showed the new elevations.

Commission Member Whitaker asked if the storage area would involve truck traffic.

Mr. Hinky clarified that there would be no delivery trucks and the garage door would be used only a
few times a year. He stated the renovation was overdue due to limited space and emphasized that
the site would improve with additional parking (from 21 to 26 stalls), elimination of non-compliant
access points, and an overall simplification. He also confirmed that a rumor about an additional
access point was incorrect.

Ms. Chatterley suggested contacting the contractor, Lance, who had previously indicated he wasn’t
responsible for obtaining certain permits.

Chair Swain stated the project looked great and thanked Mr. Hinky.

Ms. Chatterley added that Mr. Burggraaf found a provision in Chapter 20 requiring front entrances
to face the street. Because the building is on a corner lot, the new entrance would still meet this
requirement. She noted the city might consider changing the address to match the new orientation,
but that was a separate matter.
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Mr. Burggraaf agreed that the address change did not require commission action and could be
handled administratively.

Commission Member Gilberg commented that it looked good, but expressed disappointment about
the mural being less visible.

Mr. Hinky explained that while the mural would no longer face the highway, new mural space would
be available along the west and north sides of the building, maintaining a tribute to the existing
artwork.

Ms. Chatterley described the areas where the new murals would be located.

Commission Member Gilberg acknowledged that the new placement would limit visibility.

Commission Member Whitaker made a motion to approve the site plan for the addition to the
visitor center located at 78 S 100, based on the staff's analysis, findings, recommendations, and the
conditions listed in the report POANSPR 25-004. Commission Member Aiken seconded the motion.
Motion passed.

Marlee Swain — YES

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Nate Lyman —YES

Mark Gilberg — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Kerry Glover — Absent
Terry Edwards — Absent

Legislative Decision:

3. Discuss and recommend to City Council a vacation of easement for parcel U-A-1, K-68-25, and
K-68-15 located approximately at 384 N 200 E [Applicant Iron Rock Engineering]

Commission Member Shakespear made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the Cltry
Council for the vacation of the public utility easements identified on the proposed platinum map
and add a 20-foot easement for the existing utilities for parcels U-A-1, K-68-25, and K-68-15 based
on the findings and conditions outlined in the staff report POA 25-04. Commission Member
Whitaker seconded the motion. Motion passed.

Marlee Swain — YES
Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
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Nate Lyman —YES

Mark Gilberg — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Kerry Glover — Absent
Terry Edwards — Absent

Work Meeting:

4. Discuss a text amendment for Land Use Ordinance Chapter 6 - Parking. Amendments
proposed would allow for public parking on city easements, rights-of-way, and property to be
accessed from the street and not a private driveway (§6-3). Consider clarifying the types of
business that require hard surfaces and landscaped diamonds and islands (§6-7(A)).

Ms. Chatterley explained that the city manager had proposed new public parking near the park area,
including 10 East Street, where access to new parking spots would be directly from the street.
However, the current ordinance prohibits parking spaces from being accessed via public streets,
except for single-family and two-family dwellings. She proposed amending the ordinance to permit
public on-street parking accessed directly from public streets, provided it is not used for private or
business-specific parking. She also noted that existing agreements (e.g., with State Bank and
LumberPlus) allow businesses to use public parking for compliance when they cannot meet
requirements onsite.

Ms. Chatterley emphasized that the amendment would enable the city—and potentially other
parties—to construct public parking spaces without private driveways. She mentioned one such plan
near the former power company site, where the city aims to build trails, art installations, and
parking.

Chair Swain responded positively and asked to receive the proposed language.

Ms. Chatterley said she would share it but noted they hadn’t sent out formal notices yet. She added
that the amendment should exclude major and minor collector roads and arterials to avoid issues on
high-traffic streets.

Mr. Burggraaf asked whether the amendment addressed perpendicular versus diagonal parking.

Ms. Chatterley said the code already addressed size requirements, but the specific orientation could
be discussed further if needed.

Mr. Burggraaf highlighted safety considerations with perpendicular parking, such as vehicles backing
out in both directions, and suggested diagonal parking might reduce such issues. He acknowledged
that the rural nature of the area might make the concern less critical, but still worth considering.

Chair Swain agreed the draft looked good and asked about the status of revisions.
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Ms. Chatterley said she wanted feedback before finalizing the language. She then brought up a
second parking-related issue involving hardscape requirements. She explained that the current code
requires parcels with retail storefronts to provide hardscaped parking. This was challenged in a
recent case involving the Office of Tourism, with the argument that the site did not qualify as a retail
storefront. She explained the original intent was to exempt low-traffic properties, such as RV parks
or storage units, from hardscaping requirements, while ensuring high-traffic areas like boutiques,
grocery stores, and visitor centers had hardscaped parking.

Chair Swain and Commission Member Gilberg discussed the difficulty in defining what qualifies as a
“customer” and how different businesses interpret the requirement.

Ms. Chatterley encouraged the group to consider clearer wording that captured the intent of the
rule. She said she would research how other cities define similar regulations and bring back
suggestions for further discussion.

Chair Swain noted that businesses generally understood the requirement, even if they occasionally
pushed back, and confirmed that feedback could be provided directly to Ms. Chatterley or brought
to the next meeting.

Ms. Chatterley agreed and offered to work through a live redline version during the next discussion.

5. Discuss a text amendment for Subdivision Ordinances Chapter 2A Subdivision Process and 2B
Subdivision Process 1-2 Family Residential. Amendments proposed are to add the new code
requirements that were passed in the Utah Legislative Session regarding Boundary
Adjustments and Subdivision Amendments (aka Plat Amendments), discuss fees, and the
process. Consider changing the timeline requirements in chapters 2A-3.7 and 2B-9 to match
and be more streamlined.

Ms. Chatterley explained recent state legislative changes requiring updates to Chapters 2A and 2B of
the subdivision ordinance. She detailed a new process called a "boundary adjustment," which allows
adjoining property owners to relocate a shared boundary without creating a new parcel or
subdivision. She clarified that while "boundary establishments" (used to resolve disputes over
unclear boundaries) do not require city review and may be recorded directly with the county,
"boundary adjustments" now require written consent from the municipality, even if outside a
subdivision. She explained the two types of boundary adjustments: simple and full. Simple boundary
adjustments cannot affect easements, public rights-of-way, or result in violations of land use
ordinances. Full adjustments involve any of those conditions and require additional documentation,
including surveys, public hearings, and possibly plat amendments. The state now requires specific
documents for simple adjustments, such as a compliant conveyance form, legal descriptions, and a
legible depiction of changes. For full adjustments, a survey is mandatory. She noted that
administrative consent can be issued by assigned staff and does not need to go through a formal
land use decision. She described the cost implications of plat amendments, which include surveyor
fees and city application fees totaling around $1,700-52,700. She shared that some city council
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members and a title company representative supported continuing to require plat amendments,
even for simple adjustments, to ensure clear records and prevent confusion during future property
transactions.

Chair Swain agreed that requiring plat amendments made tracking boundary changes easier and
kept records streamlined.

Commission Member Shakespear emphasized the importance of involving a surveyor.

Ms. Chatterley confirmed that even though surveys aren't required for simple adjustments, they are
highly recommended, and any survey performed must be recorded.

Commission Members Aiken and Gilberg supported continuing to require plat amendments, noting
that mistakes or confusion about property boundaries could lead to serious issues for property
owners.

Ms. Chatterley explained that requiring plat amendments would shift the decision-making authority
to legislative bodies like the Planning Commission and City Council. She said this provided clarity for
staff as she worked on drafting the redline version of the updated ordinance.

Commission Member Aiken then asked about enforcement of conditional use permits, wondering
whether there were inspections or only complaint-based oversight.

Ms. Chatterley responded that most conditional use permits did not require regular inspections, so
enforcement was typically triggered by complaints or obvious noncompliance. She shared that she
was currently working with an individual to come into compliance and described the process of
escalating from voluntary correction to citations and, if necessary, revocation of the permit.

Mr. Burggraaf added that a future proposal would likely recommend using an appeal officer to
handle revocations of conditional use permits. He explained that this approach would ensure
fairness and provide stronger legal defensibility by separating the original approving body from the
body making the revocation decision.

Ms. Chatterley concluded by noting that the city already uses an appeals authority for site plan
denials, ordinance interpretations, and variances, and that similar revisions would be proposed for
other processes in the future.

Staff Report:

Ms. Chatterley mentioned upcoming fall conferences, encouraging those interested to email her or
Celeste Cram to reserve a spot. She noted that there is a budget available for attendance. She
highlighted the APA conference, which is geared toward planning and land use and recommended
for appointed and elected officials, especially since the city does not have a dedicated planner. She
added that while agendas were not yet available, she would share them when published to help



330 determine if the content was relevant, particularly since some sessions might be more applicable to

331 urban areas than rural communities. She also gave a brief city council update, noting that no

332 planning commission items had gone to the council recently. The council meetings focused on the
333 budget, fee schedules, and changes proposed for the park area. She explained that there were two
334 meetings in June due to the need to approve the budget by the end of the month.

335

336  Commission Member Report:
337  Council Member Liaison Report:

338  Adjournment:

339

340 Commission Member Whitaker made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Commission Member
341 Shakespear seconded the motion. Motion passed.
342 Marlee Swain — YES

343 Russ Whitaker — YES

344 Dennis Shakespear — YES

345 Nate Lyman — YES

346 Mark Gilberg — YES

347 Ben Aiken — YES

348 Kerry Glover — Absent

349 Terry Edwards — Absent

350
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Kanab City Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting
September 2, 2025
Kanab City Council Chambers
26 North 100 East
6:30 PM

Agenda Items:

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

In attendance — Commission Members Russ Whitaker (Chair Protem), Dennis Shakespear, Ben Aiken
(Left at 7:20 PM), Kerry Glover, Terry Edwards; Building/Land Use Administrator Janae Chatterley,
Council Liaison Arlon Chamberlain, City Attorney Kent Burggraaf

Not in attendance — Commission Members Marlee Swain (Chair), Nate Lyman, and Mark Gilberg

Approval of meeting minutes from July 1, 2025, and August 5, 2025

Commission Member Edwards made a motion to approve the August 5, 2025, meeting minutes.
Commission Member Glover seconded the motion. Motion passed.

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Kerry Glover — YES

Terry Edwards — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Mark Gilberg — Absent
Nate Lyman — Absent
Marlee Swain — Absent

Public Comment Period — Members of the public are invited to address the Planning Commission.
Participants are asked to keep their comments to 3 minutes and follow the rules of civility
outlined in Kanab Ordinance 3-601

Administrative Decision Items:

1. Discuss and recommend to the City Council a plat amendment to address the phasing and new
boundary lines for the Ventana Resort Village. [Applicant Iron Rock Engineering]

Ms. Chatterley explained that the Ventana Resort Village phases 1 and 2 required a plat amendment
to separate the workforce housing apartments into their own plat. She clarified that apartments
currently in phases 1 and 2 would be moved into a new phase 1A for funding purposes. She noted
that no easements would be vacated, staff and engineers had approved the changes, and only minor



39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79

survey corrections were needed. She mentioned that Tom Avant from Iron Rock Engineering was
present to answer questions and concluded with a staff recommendation for approval.

Mr. Burggraaf noted that an amendment to the Ventana Development Agreement had recently
been reviewed and that it served as a precursor to the current plat amendment.

Tom Avant, representing the applicant, stated that the request came from their underwriter, who
required the apartments to be on a separate plat. He emphasized that nothing was changing other
than moving the apartments into their own plat and renaming it.

Commission Member Glover made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the city council
for the plat amendment for the Ventana Resort village, phases 1 and 2, affecting parcels K-131, Utah
Annex, and K-36643, K-36644, and K-366CA2 based on the findings and conditions of approval as
outlined in the staff report Plan 25-047. Commission Member Aikend seconded the motion. Motion
passed.

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Kerry Glover — YES

Terry Edwards — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Mark Gilberg — Absent
Nate Lyman — Absent
Marlee Swain — Absent

2. Discuss, approve, or deny a Conditional Use Permit for extended stays at J&J RV Park.
[Applicant: Julie Allen]

Ms. Chatterley explained that J&J RV Park wanted to add the extended stay option under Chapter 13
of the land use ordinances. She stated that their site plan met all requirements except the
recreation area, but after speaking with the park manager, she confirmed they did have an
additional recreation area not shown on the plan. This addition brought their recreation space up to
5600 square feet, exceeding the required 4400. She recommended approval since all requirements
were how met.

Commission Member Shakespear asked about regulations regarding the age of RVs allowed for
extended stays.

Ms. Chatterley clarified that while the ordinance required vehicles to be registered, it did not specify
age limits, though some parks imposed such restrictions.
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Commission Member Shakespear noted that some parks restricted RVs older than 15 years due to
aesthetics and deterioration. He expressed concern about maintaining the park’s condition and
preventing unsightly vehicles.

Ms. Chatterley said other parks like Crazy Horse initially had year restrictions, but later required only
proof of functionality. She added that chapter 13 did not mandate vehicle age, though chapter 8 on
conditional use permits might allow conditions related to aesthetics.

Commission Member Shakespear suggested inspections might be a better safeguard, protecting
both the park and the city. He supported the extended stay but emphasized the need for protection.

Ms. Chatterley confirmed that requirements included registration and proper utility hookups.

Mr. Burggraaf stated that conditions could address aesthetics and noted that violations could trigger
review or revocation of the conditional use permit.

Commission Member Glover clarified that the decision before them was simply whether to allow an
extended stay. He stated that additional restrictions should be left to the park owners.

Commission Member Shakespear agreed that it was mainly the owners’ responsibility, but stressed
that enforcing standards would protect them from issues such as difficult evictions.

Commission Member Aiken noted that rental housing did not have such requirements.

Commission Member Glover admitted he never paid much attention when driving past the park.

Mr. Chamberlain commented that RVs used frequently were usually well-maintained, though
extended stays could deteriorate quickly.

Commission Member Shakespear noted that J&J Park was the nicest and cleanest in town, which
motivated his concern about keeping standards high.

Commission Member Glover made a motion to approve the conditional use permit for the extended
stay at 5804 East 300 South based on staff's findings and conditions listed in the staff report, Plan
CUP 25-002, and the findings in Chapter 8, Section 8-6B, and Chapter 13 (Recreational Vehicle Park),
Section 13.5. Commission Member Edwards seconded the motion. Motion passed.

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Kerry Glover — YES

Terry Edwards — YES

Ben Aiken — YES
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Mark Gilberg — Absent
Nate Lyman — Absent
Marlee Swain — Absent

Legislative Decision:

3. PUBLIC HEARING Discuss and recommend a text amendment to Kanab City’s Land Use
Ordinance Chapter 15 — Establishing Zones. The purpose of the amendment is to update the
ordinance with the new requirements in the Utah State Code to establish a process to modify
the land use tables.

Ms. Chatterley stated that state law now required cities to provide a clear ordinance process for
applicants to request text amendments when a desired use was not listed as permitted or
conditional in a zone’s land-use chart. She explained that the redline created that process formally,
noting the city had informally accepted petitions for text amendments in the past.

Mr. Burggraaf explained that the draft reflected the minimum required by the new law, including an
appeal right that was unusual for a legislative decision but mandated. He described a two-step path:
first, an administrative classification by the land use administrator (Janae), determining whether a
proposed business fits an existing category; second, if it does not, a request to add the use via text
amendment for planning commission recommendation and city council decision. He recommended
appeals occur only after both steps to avoid multiple appeals and excess cost, and he noted
applicants could appeal both Janae’s classification and the council’s decision in a single appeal.

Ms. Chatterley added that fees differed: a text amendment cost roughly half an appeal, so
consolidating appeals after both steps saved applicants money.

Mr. Burggraaf reiterated that combining the appeal preserved efficiency for staff and applicants and
advised keeping that structure.

Commissioner Aiken asked who would hear appeals.

Mr. Burggraaf answered that a contracted hearing officer served as the appeal authority under
Chapter 3.

Ms. Chatterley noted the practical cost implications again and supported the consolidated appeal
approach.

Mr. Burggraaf confirmed the draft required exhausting both steps before appealing and emphasized
the benefit of possibly resolving matters legislatively without an appeal.

Commissioner Glover confirmed that the structure appeared in the draft.
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164 Mr. Burggraaf added that forcing the second step could often eliminate the need for an appeal since
165 councils frequently added uses when appropriate.

166

167 Ms. Chatterley asked whether commissioners wanted to address the staff report’s discussion

168 questions.

169

170 Mr. Burggraaf outlined key policy choices for the commission: what the classification application
171 should include; whether to allow skipping a formal classification when both the land use

172 administrator and applicant agreed the use did not align; who should be the land use authority for
173 classifications; timelines for council action; and whether to set criteria for council consideration
174 when adding unlisted uses.

175

176 Ms. Chatterley read the current text-amendment application items (proposed code text, supporting
177 research, reasons, and how the change supports ordinance objectives) and noted she could request
178 additional information as needed.

179

180 Mr. Burggraaf said that was sufficient and stressed that applicants should submit all information up
181 front if they might appeal.

182

183 Commissioner Glover asked if more was needed.

184

185 Ms. Chatterley stated the current approach worked, though staff often refined lay submissions into
186 legally sound language.

187

188 Mr. Burggraaf raised the exception question: should applicants be allowed to skip a formal

189 classification request—and its fee—when it was clearly inapplicable?

190

191 Commissioner Aiken confirmed the idea was to empower the land use administrator to let

192 applicants bypass that step when both parties agreed.

193

194 Ms. Chatterley supported having that option, citing examples where a quick verbal determination
195 already guided applicants toward a text amendment.

196

197 Mr. Burggraaf clarified the exception mechanics and suggested documenting mutual agreement to
198 skip classification.

199

200 Commissioner Edwards favored allowing the exception to save applicants time and money while
201 leaving room for a formal classification if there was disagreement.

202
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Mr. Burggraaf proposed adding a checkbox or signed acknowledgement to the application to
confirm mutual agreement that no existing use applied, with Ms. Chatterley either accepting the
petition or directing a formal classification if she disagreed.

Commissioner Edwards supported the approach and asked for other views.

Commissioner Glover expressed support.

Mr. Burggraaf asked whether the exception should apply broadly (whether the use fits nowhere in
the code or simply not in the applicant’s zone). He recommended a broad exception and noted that
the zone-fit analysis would be handled later when considering the text amendment itself.

Ms. Chatterley and Mr. Burggraaf agreed that broad language would be workable and that the land
use administrator should remain the classification authority, with the ability to delegate during

absences.

Commissioner Glover confirmed that the delegation would cover time away, and Mr. Burggraaf
agreed.

Mr. Burggraaf proposed a 30-day timeframe for the city council to act after receiving the planning
commission’s recommendation, or at the next properly noticed meeting.

Commissioner Edwards and Commissioner Glover supported 30 days.

Ms. Chatterley noted most actions typically occurred the following week, though 30 days gave
flexibility.

Mr. Burggraaf explained the notice rationale and confirmed the draft allowed the required public
hearing to occur before either the planning commission or the city council, preserving flexibility.

Ms. Chatterley supported that flexibility, and Mr. Burggraaf said the commission could insist
otherwise, but did not recommend it.

Mr. Burggraaf asked whether to include decision criteria for adding unlisted uses.

Commissioner Edwards stated that cases were too varied for a checklist and preferred the current
discretionary approach.

Mr. Burggraaf agreed that the existing practice had been thorough and could be revisited later if
necessary.
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Commissioner Whittaker opened and then closed the public hearing and confirmed that a
recommendation to the city council was required that night.

Commissioner Glover asked about the recommended motions.

Ms. Chatterley and Mr. Burggraaf confirmed the commission would recommend approval with the
added exception language discussed.

Commission Member Edwards made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the City
Council to adopt the proposed changes to the Chapter 15 of the land use ordinance as detailed in
the staff report and the draft presented with the additional modifications to the draft discussed and
noted with the additional insertion of the corresponding footnote, footnote below each land use
chart with the land use ordinance. Commission Member Edwards seconded the motion. Motion
passed.

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Kerry Glover — YES

Terry Edwards — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Mark Gilberg — Absent
Nate Lyman — Absent
Marlee Swain — Absent

4. PUBLIC HEARING: Discuss and recommend a test amendment to Kanab City’s Land Use
Ordinance Chapter 9 - Site Plan Review. The purpose of the amendment is to clarify the
application process.

Ms. Chatterley explained that the proposed amendment aimed to add exceptions where requiring a
site plan review was unnecessary and only a formality. She noted that previously, only single-family
dwellings and accessory buildings were exempt. She described situations such as tenant turnovers,
where a new professional office might replace a restaurant and thus reduce parking requirements,
yet the applicant would still be forced to pay the $600 site plan fee even though no changes to
parking, landscaping, or requirements were needed. She added that small modifications like storage
additions or small entryways, which did not affect parking or landscaping, were also being subjected
to site plan review unnecessarily. She proposed language allowing the land use administrator or
building official to review and approve minor changes without requiring a full planning commission
review.

Mr. Burggraaf agreed, pointing out that the current process wasted applicant money and
commission time when changes did not affect code requirements.
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Commission Member Edwards supported the idea, stating it made complete sense.
Commission Members Shakespear and Aiken both expressed approval of the clarification.
Commission Member Whittaker opened the public hearing.

No comment from the public was provided.

Commission Member Whittaker closed the public hearing.

Commission Member Glover made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the City Council
to adopt changes to Kanab City’s land use ordinances identified in Exhibit A of the staff report for
20250902.1. Commission Member Edwards seconded the motion. ‘

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Kerry Glover — YES

Terry Edwards — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Mark Gilberg — Absent

Nate Lyman — Absent
Marlee Swain — Absent

5. Continued Item - Discuss and recommend a text amendment to Kanab City’s Land Use
Ordinance Chapter 6 — Parking Requirements. The purpose of the amendment is to allow
access for public parking spaces from a public street.

Ms. Chatterley recapped prior discussion and explained the revised language, clarifying that single-
family and two-family dwellings were excluded and that “community benefit” uses (such as
hospitals, parks, courthouses, and government or political subdivision offices) could have parking
accessed directly from a public street without requiring a development agreement. She stated
private businesses would still need a development agreement to use city property for their own
parking. She added a consistency fix, aligning multifamily parking from 2.25 to 2.0 spaces per
dwelling to match Chapter 18, and noted an intended minimum 25-foot driveway width for
adequate ingress/egress, with final references to design standards for driveway spacing near
intersections.

Mr. Burggraaf clarified that the amendment specifically addressed perpendicular or angled parking
accessed directly from the city right-of-way. He stated private properties seeking such street-
accessed stalls would require a development agreement because it would otherwise not conform to
the ordinance, while government or community-benefit projects could be permitted without that
agreement.
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Commission Member Glover recalled the previous discussion and indicated the changes matched
the commission’s earlier direction.

Commission Member Whittaker opened the public comment.
No comment from the public was provided.
Commission Member Whittaker closed the public comment.

Commission Member Shakespear made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the City
Council to adopt changes to Kanab City’s Land Use Ordinance Chapter 6 — Parking Requirements
based on the findings identified in Exhibit A, staff report 42025085.2. Member Glover seconded the
motion.

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Kerry Glover — YES

Terry Edwards — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Mark Gilberg — Absent
Nate Lyman — Absent
Marlee Swain — Absent

6. PUBLIC HEARING Discuss and recommend an application for a zone change on parcel K-C-6-1
from C3 (Commercial Zone) to RM (Multi-Family Zone). Parcel is located at 220 West 300
North [Applicant: Michael Lai, owner of the Cowboy Bunkhouse]

Ms. Chatterley explained that the Cowboy Bunk House, located in a C-3 commercial zone, was
seeking a zone change to allow long-term rentals. She stated that residential use was recently
removed from commercial zones, and the owner needed the change to remodel the building and
bring it up to code. She noted the property’s history as a hostel and group home, but pointed out
that the previous owners had not obtained the required permits. She described the surrounding
zoning as a mix of commercial, county agricultural, and residential areas, with nearby multi-family
housing. She added that the future land use map designated much of the surrounding area for
medium and high-density residential, making the proposal semi-consistent with planning goals. She
emphasized that this was a legislative decision, not one with a staff recommendation, and shared
the applicant’s reasoning that the project would support affordable housing options.

Commission Member Glover clarified zoning to the west of the property.
Commission Member Edwards noted that some nearby properties were already used residentially.

Ms. Chatterley responded that those were grandfathered in, but emphasized that this property had
always been commercial in use.
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Commission Member Aiken remarked that the area had long been planned for high-density
residential and that the proposed change aligned with the city’s vision. He and Commission Member
Shakespear both expressed support, noting the benefits of adding affordable long-term housing.

Commission Member Shakespear asked about landscaping requirements.

Ms. Chatterley explained that a site plan review would be triggered by the change of occupancy,
which would include landscaping, parking, and code compliance updates.

Commission Member Whitaker opened the public hearing.
No comment from the public was provided.
Commission Member Whitaker closed the public hearing.

Commission Member Aiken made a motion to send a positive recommendation for the zone change
from C3 to multi-family zone for the parcel located at 220 West 300 North, based on the findings
and conditions of approval as outlined in the staff report 25-001. Commission Member Glover
seconded the motion. Motion passed.

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Kerry Glover — YES

Terry Edwards — YES

Ben Aiken — YES

Mark Gilberg — Absent
Nate Lyman — Absent
Marlee Swain — Absent

Work Meeting:

7. Continued Item - Discuss Land Use Ordinance regarding dog boarding in residential zones as a
home occupation.

Ms. Chatterley explained that the city council initially misunderstood the request, thinking it meant
large kennels with unlimited dogs. After discussion, council members agreed to allow dog boarding
but only up to the same limit currently permitted for residential households with an additional dog
permit, which is four dogs. She noted there would need to be requirements for mitigating nuisances,
such as barking, with the possibility of issuing warnings and revoking licenses if issues persisted.

Mr. Chamberlain confirmed that the city council reached that consensus.

Commission Member Glover noted that this approach aligned with what the applicant had originally
sought.
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Ms. Chatterley added that residents already owning four personal dogs would not qualify for
boarding since they were at the maximum.

Commission Member Shakespear stated support for allowing dog boarding as long as protections
were in place for neighbors to appeal and have operations shut down if nuisances arose. He
emphasized the potential for disturbance in closely spaced neighborhoods.

Ms. Chatterley outlined how complaints—such as barking, odors, lack of care, or animals escaping—
were typically handled. She explained that animal control currently responded to complaints about
household dogs, and coordination with the police chief was common. She said it would need to be
clarified whether land use staff or animal control would handle enforcement for dog boarding
permits.

Mr. Burggraaf added that a general ordinance addressing licensing would also be created alongside
the land use ordinance change, ensuring mechanisms existed to revoke business licenses if
necessary.

Ms. Chatterley agreed, noting that business licenses already contained steps for revocation. She
explained that the land use ordinance would need to be updated to add dog boarding to the use
chart, while the general ordinance would contain operational conditions similar to those in
additional dog household permits and kennel licenses.

Mr. Burggraaf said the planning commission would not make recommendations on the general
ordinance, but it would be beneficial for them to review it alongside the land use proposal to see
how the conditions aligned.

Commission Member Glover remarked that it had taken a long time to reach this point.

Ms. Chatterley stated that a draft ordinance would be prepared for the next meeting, pulling
requirements from existing dog household and kennel regulations, including sanitation, nuisance
control, and enforcement measures. She added that the city council could still revise the proposal
and extend the process by another 30 days if needed.

Staff Report:

Ms. Chatterley mentioned upcoming trainings, including those by the Utah League of Cities and
Towns, Utah Land Use, and APA. She explained that tentative agendas were not yet available, but
encouraged members to review past conferences and reach out if they were interested in attending
so she could assist with registration. She offered to either check back in a few weeks for agendas or
send an email update once the schedules were posted.

Commission Member Report:

Council Member Liaison Report:



423
424
425
426

427
428
429
430
431
432
433
434
435

Adjournment:

Commission Member Gloven made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Commission Member Edwards
seconded the motion. Motion passed.

Russ Whitaker — YES
Dennis Shakespear — YES
Kerry Glover — YES

Terry Edwards — YES

Ben Aiken — Absent
Mark Gilberg — Absent
Nate Lyman — Absent
Marlee Swain — Absent
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Summary:
A text amendment to update Land Use Ordinance Chapter 17 Single Family Zones and

Chapter MH-KCR Zone adding dog boarding to the Land Use Chart. A text amendment to
General Ordinances Section 13 adding parameters and requirements for dog boarding in
residential zones.

Recommended Motion:

I move to send a positive recommendation to City Council to adopt changes to the Kanab City
Land Use Ordinances identified in exhibit A of the staff report for 20251007.1

I move to send a negative recommendation to City Council.
I move to send a positive recommendation to City Council to adopt changes to the Kanab City
Land Use Ordinances identified in exhibit A of the staff report for 20251007.1 with the following

amendments:

I move to continue the discussion to the following meeting:
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26 North 100 East - Kanab, Utah 84741 - Phone 435-644-2534 - Fax 435-644-2536 - www.kanab.utah.gov


http://www.kanab.utah.gov/

Mayor

T. Colten Johnson
City Manager
Kyler Ludwig
Treasurer
Danielle Ramsay

KANAB

st UTAH s

Exhibit A: Proposed Amendment
with Red Lines

City Council
Arlon Chamberlain
Chris Heaton
Scott Colson
Kerry Glover

JD Wright



Kanab

Land Use Ordinance
Chapter 17 — Residential Zones

Section 17-1 Purpose

Section 17-2 Permitted and Conditional Uses

Section 17-3 Height Regulations

Section 17-4 Minimum Area, Width and Yard Requirements
Section 17-5 Modifying Regulations

Section 17-6 Reserved

Section 17-7 Supplementary Regulations

Section 17-8 Design Standards for A Two-Family Dwelling

Section 17-1 Purpose

Residential Zones (R-20, R-15, R-10, R-8): To provide and protect areas for low-density,
one and two-family neighborhoods, while permitting the limited establishment of public
and quasi-public uses which serve the requirements of families.

Section 17-2 Permitted and Conditional Uses

RESIDENTIAL [R-20 [rR-15 [R-10 [R-8 |
[Bed and breakfast L cllclc]c]
[cemetery L cllclc]c]
[Child day care or nursery I c [ cJl c | c]
[Church [ c Jlclcl c]
[Dog Boardings, e e [ p [ P |
|Golf course Lc L c | cl c|
|Guest house L p L e P ] P ]
[Home occupation - light? e e PP
|Home occupation - heavy* || C || C || C || C |
[Horticulture and gardening® e e ] P | P |
[Household pets e J e P P |
[Park or playground | cJlcclic]
[Public buildings L cllclc]c]
|Public utilities, essential services || ¢ | ¢ |[ ¢ |[ ¢ |
[School L c | c | cl c]|
[Shed / garage? I N

Adopted January 22, 2008; Revised July 16, 2024
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Kanab

Land Use Ordinance
Chapter 17 — Residential Zones

|Sing|efami|ydwe||ing unit || P || P || P || P |
|Twofami|ydwe|lings || P || P || P ” P |

! For personal use

2 Refer to Section 17-5-2

3 Home Occupation, light does not include dangerous or objectionable objects. See definitions in Section 1-6 and additional
regulations in Section 4-28.

4 Home Occupation, heavy potentially includes dangerous or objectionable objects. See definitions in Section 1-6 and
additional regulations in Section 4-28.

s Refer to Section 13-200.04 of the General Ordinances for additional requirements regarding dog boarding.

Section 17-3 Height Regulations

No building may exceed two and one-half (22) stories or thirty-five (35) feet in height.
No dwelling shall be less than one (1) story in height.

Section 17-4 Minimum Area, Width and Yard Requirements

Yard Setbacks in Feet

District Area Width Front Side Rear
R-20 20,000 sq ft 120 25 10 10
R-15 15,000 sq ft 100 25 10 10
R-10 10,000 sq ft 80 25 10 10
R-8 8,000 sq ft 60 25 8 10

Section 17-5 Modifying Regulations

A. Side yards - On corner lots the side yard setback shall be the same as the front yard
setback.

B. Accessory Buildings - See Chapter 4, Section 4-10

Section 17-6 Reserved

Section 17-7 Supplementary Regulations
Supplementary regulations are provided in Chapter 4 of this Ordinance.

Section 17-8 Design Standards for A Two-Family Dwelling

A two-family dwelling is one building with two residential units under a single continuous
roof line. It may be constructed in the Residential Zones subject to compliance with the
following standards. These standards are encouraged to promote a residential design
which provides architectural interest for a two-family dwelling to blend harmoniously in R

Adopted January 22, 2008; Revised July 16, 2024
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Kanab

Land Use Ordinance
Chapter 17 — Residential Zones

zones.

1.

Units located side by side are encouraged to be offset by at least 5 feet difference in
their front setback, unless the units share an elevated common front porch with roof
overhang, or similar design scheme to provide a front entry with greater architectural
interest than plain, uncovered front entries on adjacent units. In addition to the
primary exterior wall material, accent materials included such as stone, brick, or metal
is encouraged to provide architectural character to the dwelling.

A two-family dwelling is encouraged to have an appearance similar to a large single-
family home with varying roof lines, and building articulations with such things as
decks, balconies, or other exterior features which provide design interest.

Except for the driveway area and walkways, the front yard setback area shall be
landscaped. At the time of occupancy or within six months of occupancy, the front
yard area shall be fully landscaped.

The minimum lot size for a two-family dwelling is 10,000 sq ft, and the minimum street
frontage is 80 feet.

5. Land coverage of all buildings shall not exceed 50% of the lot or parcel acreage.

6. Each two-family dwelling shall have four (4) off-street parking spaces (2 per unit).

Driveways to the garage and areas used for off-street parking shall be hard-surfaced
with either concrete or asphalt.

Each unit in a two-family dwelling shall be independently connected to the city’s
culinary water and sewer system,

Prior to issuance of a building permit, all provisions for two-family dwellings shall be
met through site plans submitted with the building permit application and the plan
review building permit process.

Adopted January 22, 2008; Revised July 16, 2024
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Kanab

Land Use Ordinance

Chapter 19 —- Kanab Creek Ranchos KCR-720 Zone

Section 19-1 Purpose

Section 19-2 Permitted and Conditional Uses

Section 19-3 Height Regulations

Section 19-4 Minimum Area, Width, and Yard Requirements

Section 19-5 Modifying Regulations

Section 19-6 Supplementary Regulations

Section 19-1 Purpose

To provide and protect areas of low-density, single-family neighborhoods of a rural
character and to provide for zoning for the Kanab Creek Ranchos Subdivision.

Section 19-2 Permitted and Conditional Uses

LAND USE CHART KCR
KCR-720 HOMES ZONE

Bed and Breakfast Inn® I

P

Day Care | I

|
| Cemetery I
|
|

Day Care |l I

Church

Dog Boarding®

O{O||O]T(O

D — { Formatted: Space After: 0 pt

/,//*[ Formatted: Superscript

| Golf course ||

| Guest house [

| Home occupation - light? I

Home occupation - heavy*

Horticulture and gardening’

Household pets I

Park or playground I

Public buildings I

Public utilities, essential services ||

Shed / garage? I

Single-family dwelling unit I

|
|
|
|
| School ||
|
|
|

Two-Family Dwelling I

0| O|[O||O||O|[O|| T O||T||O|T||T||O

Adopted January 22, 2008; Amended July 16, 2024
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Kanab

Land Use Ordinance
Chapter 19 —- Kanab Creek Ranchos KCR-720 Zone

1
2
3

For personal Use

Refer to Section 19-5-B

Home Occupation-light does not include dangerous or objectionable objects. See definitions in Section 1-6 and
additional regulations in Section 4-28.

Home Occupation-heavy potentially includes dangerous or objectionable objects. See definitions in Section 1-6 and
additional regulations in Section 4-28.

Regulations in Section 4-22 shall apply to all Bed and Breakfast establishments

Refer to Section 13-200.04 of the General Ordinances for additional requirements regarding dog boarding.,

Section 19-3 Height Regulations

No building may exceed two and one-half (2'2) stories or thirty-five (35) feet in height.
No dwelling shall be less than one (1) story in height.

Section 19-4 Minimum Area, Width, and Yard Requirements

Yard Setbacks in Feet

District Area Width Front Side Rear

KCR-720 13,000 sq ft 80 25 10 10

Section 19-5 Modifying Regulations

A.

On corner lots, the side yard setback shall be the same as the front yard setback.

B. A detached private garage or accessory building see Chapter 4, Section 4-10.
C.
D. Each dwelling shall have a minimum floor area of 720 square feet of floor space on the

All homes in the KCR-720 zone shall be on a permanent foundation.

main floor, exclusive of garages.

The width of the dwelling shall not be less than fourteen feet (14) feet at the narrowest
point of its first floor exclusive of any garages, bay windows, room additions or other
similar appendages. The width shall be considered as the lesser of the two primary
dimensions.

A basement shall not be considered as a first floor.

G. All manufactured homes shall be anchored to and supported by an approved method

H.

of the manufacture_and based on the residential design standards found in Chapter 4
— Supplementary Guidelines of this ordinance..

A maximum of two units on single family residential zoned lot.

Section 19-6 Supplementary Regulations

Supplementary regulations are provided in Chapter 4 of this Ordinance.

Adopted January 22, 2008; Amended July 16, 2024
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Kanab

Land Use Ordinance
Chapter 19 —- Kanab Creek Ranchos KCR-720 Zone

Section 19-7 Design Standards for a Two-Family Dwelling

A two-family dwelling is one building with two residential units under a single continuous
roof line. It may be constructed in the Residential Zones subject to compliance with the
following standards. These standards are encouraged to promote a residential design
which provides architectural interest for a two-family dwelling to blend harmoniously in
MH-KCR zones.

A.

Units located side by side are encouraged to be offset by at least 5 feet difference in
their front setback, unless the units share an elevated common front porch with roof
overhang, or similar design scheme to provide a front entry with greater architectural
interest the plain, uncovered front entries on adjacent units. In addition to the primary
exterior wall material, accent materials included such as stone, brick, or metal is
encouraged to provide architectural character to the swelling. The two-family dwelling
must be of new construction.

. A two-family dwelling is encouraged to have an appearance similar to a large single-

family home with varying roof lines, and building articulations with such things as
decks, balconies, or other exterior features which provide design interest.

Except for the driveway area and walkways, the front yard setback area shall be
landscaped. At the time of occupancy, the front yard area shall be fully landscaped or
the applicant for the Certificate of Occupancy shall post a financial guarantee (bond,
cashier’s check, etc) ensuring that front yard landscaping will be completed within 6
months of occupancy.

. The minimum lot size for a two-family dwelling is 10,000 (13,000) sq.ft. and the

minimum street frontage is 80 feet.

E. Land coverage of all buildings shall not exceed 50 % of the lot or parcel acreage.

F. Each two-family dwelling shall have four (4) off-street parking spaces (2 per unit).

Driveways to the garage and areas used for off-street parking shall be hard-surfaced
with either concrete or asphalt.

. Each unit in a two-family dwelling shall be independently connected to the city’s

culinary water and sewer system.

. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the Planning Commission shall review and

approve the proposed exterior building elevations and design in order to promote
neighborhood design compatibility in accordance with Chapter 9 Site Plan Review.

Adopted January 22, 2008; Amended July 16, 2024
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KANAB

General Ordinances

Section 13:

POLICE AND PUBLIC

OFFENSES

Section 13-111
Section 13-114
Section 13-115

Section 13-116
Section 13-117
Section 13-121
Section 13-125
Section 13-200
Section 13-200.01.010
Section 13-200.01.011
Section 13-200.01.020

Section 13-200.01.040
Section 13-200.01.050
Section 13-200.01.060
Section 13-200.01.141
Section 13-200.01.150
Section 13-200.01.120
Section 13-200.01.130
Section 13-200.01.070
Section 13-200.01.080
Section 13-200.01.085
Section 13-200.01.160
Section 13-200.01.100
Section 13-200.03.010
Section 13-200.03.020
Section 13-200.01.190
Section 13-200.01.200
Section 13-200.02.040
Section 13-200.02.160
Section 13-200.02.170
Section 13-200.04

Section 13-200.04.020
Section 13-200.04.030

Amended 1/10/2023

Police Department — Established

Register of Arrest

Property Taken From the Person Arrested -
Triplicate Receipts

Register of Property to Be Kept

Stolen Property Disposition

Jail-Governing Body to Provide

Prisoners to Labor on Public Works

Animal Control

Definitions

Purpose

Premises Confining Animals and Fowl-Neat and
Sanitary Condition Required.

Disposal of Animals

Leaving Animal in Vehicle

Excessive Noise

Revocation of License or Permits
Interference with Officer

Animal Bites

Defecation and Urination

Animals Running at Large
Impound-Authority

Impound Procedures

Quarantine of Animals

Detention of Animals

Rabies Control

Vaccination Required

Female Cats in Heat/Season Running at Large
Threatening Passers-By

Female Dogs in Heat/Season Running at Large
Dogs in Prohibited Areas

Allowable Number of Dogs
Kennels_and Dog Boarding

Permit Required

Fees
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Section 13-200.04.050
Section 13-200.04.060
Section 13-200.02.010
Section 13-200.02.020
Section 13-200.01.210
Section 13-310
Section 13-311
Section 13-312
Section 13-312.1
Section 13-313
Section 13-314
Section 13-315

Section 13-349
Section 13-350
Section 13-351
Section 13-352
Section 13-353
Section 13-354
Section 13-355
Section 13-356
Section 13-357
Section 13-358
Section 13-359
Section 13-360

Section 13-361
Section 13-362
Section 13-363
Section 13-364

Section 13-365
Section 13-366
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Inspection

Definitions - Exception for Puppies/Kittens
Licensing

Licensing and Fee Exemptions

Penalties

Adoption Criminal Code

Off-Highway Vehicle Act
Curfew-Minors-Exceptions

Minor Daytime Curfew

Responsibility Of Parents, Etc.

Discharge of Firearms

Prohibition of Discharge of Fireworks or To Set
on Fire Any Inflammable Material within Kanab
City

Sexually-oriented Businesses

Purpose

Definitions

Classification

License Required

Issuance of License

Fees

Inspection

Expiration of License

Suspension

Revocation

Hearing-Denial, Revocation, and Suspension -
Appeal

Transfer of License

Hours of Operation

Exhibition of Sexually Explicit Films or Videos
Loitering, Exterior Lighting, Visibility, and
Monitoring Requirements

Penalties and Enforcement

Applicability of Section to Existing Businesses
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Section 13-368 Scienter Required to Prove Violation or Business
Licensee Liability

Section 13-369 Effect of City Failure to Act

Section 13-370 Signs

Section 13-371 Location of business, Restrictions

Section 13-380 Prohibition of Certain Forms of Tobacco and

Nicotine on City-Owned Properties

Section 13-111 Police Department - Established

There is hereby established a regularly constituted police force to be
known as the police department which shall consist of a chief of police
and such other police officers as shall be employed by the municipality,
and to operate pursuant to the powers and duties referred to in Utah
Code 10-3-919.

Section 13-114 Register of Arrest

The chief of police shall provide and cause to be kept a register of arrest.
Upon such register shall be entered a statement showing the date of such
arrest, the name of the person arrested, the name of the arresting officer,
the offense charged and a description of any property found upon the
person arrested.

Section 13-115 Property Taken From the Person Arrested - Triplicate
Receipts

When money or other property is taken from a person arrested upon a
charge of a public offense, the officer taking it must at the time issue
triplicate receipts therefore specifying particularly the amount of money or
kind of property taken. One of the receipts he must deliver to the person
arrested. Another he must forthwith file with the clerk of the court to
which the complaint and other papers in the case are required by law to

Amended 1/10/2023
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be sent. The third receipt must be sent at once to the office of the police
department.

Section 13-116 Register of Property to Be Kept

The chief of police must enter or cause to be entered in a suitable book a
description of every article of property alleged to be stolen or embezzled
and brought into his office or taken from the person of the prisoner and
must attach a number to each article and make a corresponding entry
thereof.

Section 13-117 Stolen Property Disposition

It shall be the duty of the chief of police to keep all lost or stolen property
that comes into the possession of the police department or any of its
members. He shall make all reasonable efforts to discover the owners
thereof.

Section 13-121 Jail- Governing Body to Provide

The governing body may contract with any person, county, municipality,
or combination thereof for the purpose of providing suitable premises and
facilities to be used by the municipality for incarceration.

Section 13-125 Prisoners to Labor on Public Works

Any person committed to jail or other place of incarceration as a
punishment or in default of the payment of a fine, or fine and costs, may
be required to work pursuant to jail policy for the city at such labor as his
or her strength will permit not exceeding eight hours in each working day;
a judgment that the defendant pay a fine or a fine and costs may also
direct that he be imprisoned until the amount thereof is satisfied.

Amended 1/10/2023
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Section 13-200 Animal Control

Section 13-200.01.010 Definitions

The following definitions shall apply for purposes of this title, unless it is
plainly evident from the context that a different meaning is intended:

"Additional- Dog Household" means a residence that is allowed up to four
dogs (including foster dogs) under the applicable license.

"Animal" means any live, vertebrate, domestic or wild animal.

"Animal at Large" means any animal whether or not licensed, not under
restraint.

"Animal Control Board" means the City Council, unless such role is
otherwise delegated by the City Council to a different individual or group.

"Animal Control Officer" means any person designated by the State of
Utah, a municipal government, or a humane society, as a law
enforcement officer, or specifically as an animal control officer, being
qualified under the laws of this state.

"Animal Shelter" means any facility operated by a humane society or
political subdivision of the State of Utah, for the purpose of impounding or
caring for animals held under the authority of this Section or state law.

"Animal under Restraint" means an animal on a leash or lead which is
held by a person or attached to a stationary object or confined within a
vehicle or confined upon the real property of the owner or custodian.

"Attack" means any biting, attempted biting, or other action by an animal
that places a person or another animal in danger of imminent bodily
harm. Actual physical contact shall not be required to constitute an
attack. Attack may include jumping upon, chasing, nipping, or otherwise
threatening.

"Bite" means an actual puncture, tear or abrasion of the skin, inflicted by
the teeth of an animal.

Amended 1/10/2023
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"Cat" means any member of the species felis catus.

"Custodian" means any person having the charge, care, custody, or
control of an animal that he or she does not own.

"Dog" means any age canis lupus familaris of the domesticated types.
"Euthanize" means a humane killing of an animal.
"Foster Dog" means a dog licensed by a foster-dog entity.

"Foster- Dog Entity" means an entity with an agreement with Kanab City
to license dogs fostered for less than one year by City residents. The
agreement shall include terms related to required vaccinations,
identification, and other items required by the City Council.

"Private Kennel" means any residential property where more than two
dogs, or more than four dogs if the residence has an Additional-Dog
Permit, or more than three cats, are raised, kept, or housed; or any
residential premises wherein any person engages in the business of
breeding, buying, letting for hire, training for a fee, or selling dogs or
cats. A “private kennel” shall not include any residential property upon
which a Community Cat program is in place in accordance with the
provisions of the Utah Community Cat Act, and Community Cats shall be
specifically excluded from the three cat limitation as stated herein.

"Public Kennel" means any commercial premises where any dogs or cats
are raised, kept, housed, or boarded; or any commercial premises
wherein any person engages in the business of boarding, breeding,
buying, letting for hire, training for a fee or selling dogs or cats. A “public
kennel” shall not include any commercial premises upon which a
Community Cat program is in place in accordance with the provisions of
the Utah Community Cat Act.

"Leash" or "Lead" means any chain, rope, or device used to restrain an
animal.

