
Erda Planning Commission Minutes

8/12/2025 - 7:00 pm

Erda City Office-Fire Station

Call to Order
1.

2.

3.

4.

Roll Call

a. Planning Commissioners: Kathleen Mallis, Michael Jensen, Nancy Martin,

Mark Gull, Mike Higgings, Chase Bawden
b. Jennifer Poole- City Recorder, Jessilyn Stagg-Dep Clerk, Rachelle

Custer-City Planner
c. Absent and Excused: Russell Brimley

Pledge and Prayer
a. Chase led the pledge of allegiance

b. Kathleen led the prayer

Approve Minutes from 6-24-25 and 7-08-25

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

Michael- I have some clarifications that I would like to be made on my
comment on 5 Part S.

Jennifer- I will go back and write it out and send it back out to you as a
Commission.
Kathleen moved to approve the 6-24-25 meeting minutes, Mark seconded
the motion.
Voting was unanimous to approve the meeting minutes from 6-24-25

Meeting Minutes from 6-24-25 APPROVED

Public Comment (3 minute limit per comment)
a. None Made
b. Public Comment Closed
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5. Consideration of Amending Title 16 Subdivision — removing Chapter 7
Conservation Subdivisions

a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

f.

g.

h.

j.

k.

m.

a.

Rachelle- This is before you as the City Council has asked you to rework
this. We held many meetings where it's been discussed but it's been
advised to remove this until it can be properly reworked.
Mike-I don't know if there is an issue with keeping this at this time. We
don't have any applicants pursuing this. But I don't know if there is a need
either way to keep it in or out.
Mark- I would support leaving this in and making some amendments to it.
If there are some items that are wrong I would be okay to take it out and
rework it. But I don't think it does have anything really wrong with it.

Kathleen- I would like to consider who does this benefit? Does it benefit

the City of Erda, or does it benefit the Developer? I just want us to be

aware of that. I know we had some issues with the clustering of homes
and then leaving a bunch of open land that has to be maintained but isn't
usable. That's not helpful.
Nancy- When Mike did the write up, vagueness was an issue with this. If

we look at this more and go through what Mike had given us. But the
longer we leave it in our ordinances, the faster we are going to have an
issue with it. I just don't want to leave it in here with those loop holes.

Chase- There are some vague things in there but we can always say no.

We take it on a case by case basis. We need to define those vague items
that we have issues with.
Nancy- Can we give ourselves an assignment to commit to looking over
this the next few weeks so we can really get into this and create a sound
ordinance.
Michael- I think Chase has a point, just because they come ask for this
doesn't mean we have to approve this. We don't have to approve any of

this.
Nancy- So can we make this a higher priority and get this done in 2

weeks?
Mark- We might even go through a revision cycle with Rachelle. We give
our ideas and Rachelle puts them into it.

Mike-I think we want to conserve the important items but not get stuck with
conserving a 20 acre hill that can't be used.

Mike-We do have some farms that might want to use this in the future to

conserve and protect them.
Rachelle- The purpose of a conservation subdivision is to preserve
historical areas, and critical natural areas and resources.
Mark motioned to Open Public Hearing, Michael seconded the motion
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6.

b. Public Hearing Open
Craig-When the city council sent this to you we had hoped that we wouldc.
have gotten further in the process than we are. I think there is great value
in having a conservation subdivision, but not as this is written. We put a
moratorium on this and it's running out. We would like you to take a vote

on this and move it forward.
d. Clyde- I am on the other side of the fence then Craig. I would like to see

80 one acre lots. Not many people are wanting to continue farming. With
the conservation subdivision what are you conserving? I would just like the
lots.
Nancy moved to close the public hearing, Mike seconded the motione.

f. Voting was unanimous to close the Public Hearing
Public Hearing Closedg.

h. Mark- We either need to make some changes tonight, or strike it.

Michael- One of the issues is we don't have it defined as to what intensity
we would allow in exchange for conserving land. So what would make
sense on what we would allow?

j. Mark- I think most citizens are going to want to know what is the ultimate
lot size? That is what the citizens are going to want to know.

k. Rachelle- This is to conserve, not help make someone whole who owns
unbuildable land.

Mike-Motioned to Recommend the removal of Title 16 Chapter 7,

Nancy seconded the motion
m. ROLL CALL VOTE: Kathy-yes, Michael. Yes, Nancy-yes, Mark-yes,

Mike-yes, Chase-Yes
Vote PASSED 6-0n.
Nancy- Can we schedule a work meeting for Sept 9?o.
Jennifer-Yes I will put this on the agenda.p.

Discussion and Recommendation on Erda City Residential Intensity Policy
a.

b.

c.

d.

e.

Rachelle- This came from a joint meeting from the Planning Commission
and the City Council. This was recommended to define what the
intensities are applicable today.
Michael- I am getting some conflicting information.
Rachelle- There are two options I've proposed in this Policy. Rachelle read
the proposed policy.
Nancy- In looking this over, Option 1 low intensities we still have many
areas that are low intensities. I think option 1 is too vague.
Michael- The east side of droubay has multiple 1 acre lots. What is the
definition of low intensity. If low intensity includes what is already there
then 1 acre lots are low intensity.
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f.

g.
h.

j.
k.

m.

n.
o.
p.

q.
r.

s.

t.

u.

Rachelle - when a general plan is done they don't consider what is already
there they look at the big picture. When Erda City's general plan was
done, it was taken from Tooele County and 1 acre was low intensity. This
will set the guidelines for what is considered low intensity.
Micheal- a 1 acre lot is low intensity for me.
Chase- if 1 acre or larger is low intensity, what is medium and high
intensity?

Nancy- The majority of people that have moved here want the 1 acre lots.
They don't want to look like Stansbury.
Mark- I think the 2nd option fits the intent of what was
Michael- I think very differently about that rezone now then I did when we
looked at it. I think what we want to see is that all 1 acre subdivisions be
on water and sewer. But as the City isn't interested in water and sewer I

don't have an issue with that rezone.
Mike- I contacted Brandon Mallor at the State Water rights division. He
provided me with all of the data on all of the water systems in the valley.
The overall is .8 acre ft of water. I talked with my brother in law who lives
in Lake Point who lives on an acre and he also stated that he only has
used up to .8 acre ft of water. There is a law now that requires every well
to be metered.
Michael- To me we need to trust the experts, meaning the Health
Department when they give approvals for septic systems and such. I don't
think we should deny land owners the ability to use their land as they see

Mike-My neighbors well only dropped 3ft in the last 30ish years.
Chase- My water has dropped 10 ft in the last 5 years.
Mark-Why I would recommend option 2 it fits more within the general plan
as it's currently constituted. When we talked to the city council with them
not being interested in doing water and sewer services. I think if we are
okay with 1 acre lots then we should be okay with that everywhere. But I
think option 2 fits better with the General plan. That's my two cents.
Nancy- I think the 2nd Option is more of what Erda looks like.
Mike- What's the problem we are trying to solve? We want 1 to 5 acre lots
and a mix in between. I like the rewording of number 2.
Rachelle- The purpose of this is to help us stay in compliance with the
general plan.

Michael- I think Mike has a good point. Are we going to plan for the future
or are we going to react?
Chase-We can't control the what if's on this. All we can control is does this
fit the general zoning on what Erda is right now? I feel like we need to

make a decision.
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v. Nancy motioned to recommend to the City Council to adopt Option 2
as an administrative policy using the terms of greater than or less
than, Kathy seconded the motion

w. Chase-yes, Mike-yes, Mark-yes, Nancy-Yes Michael-No (Would be in
favor of lumping Medium and Low as 1 acre or greater) Kathy-Yes

x. Administrative Policy of Option 2 recommended for approval to the
City Council 5-1

Comments from Commissioners7.

8.

a.

b.

c.

d.

Mark-I think we need to do better in coming better prepared for these
meetings. There are many items we need to look at more than just what's
on our agenda.
Nancy- We should take a section of the Land Use Code at a time and
review it and make it Erda's Plan.
Chase- Can I request we set up a meeting with UDOT to discuss these
corridors.
Craig- Scott Droubay and I have spent a LOT of time going to these
UDOT meetings. You are welcome to attend these meetings and join us.

Adjournment

a. Mark moved to adjourn the meeting, Kathy seconded the motion
b. Voting was unanimous to adjourn the meeting

c. Meeting adjourned

Note: these minutes represent a summary of the meeting and are not intended to be
verbatim.

Prepared by: Jennifer Poole, Erda City Recorder

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Planning Commission this 9th day of September, 2025.

ATTEST:

J ifer Pool , Ci

ERDA

Rus

Recorder

ey, ing Co Ission Chair
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