A Meeting of the Nibley City Planning Commission held at Nibley City Hall, 455 West
3200 South, Nibley, Utah, on Thursday, October 23, 2025.

OFFICIAL MINUTES OF THE MEETING
City Recorder Cheryl Bodily took minutes

Opening Ceremonies

Nibley City Planning and Zoning Commission Chair, Nick Kenczka opened the October
23, 2025, Nibley City Planning Commission meeting to order at 6:32 p.m. Those in
attendance included Alternate Commissioner Troy Ribao, Commissioner Bret Swenson,
Commissioner Claire Schenk, and Commissioner Nick Kenczka. Nibley City Planner, Levi
Roberts, and Nibley City Recorder, Cheryl Bodily was also in attendance. Commissioner
Tyler Obray and Commissioner Karina Brown were not in attendance.

Approval of August 28, 2025, and September 18, 2025, Meeting Minutes and the
Current Agenda

Commissioner Schenk moved to approve the August 28, 2025, and September 18, 2025,
meeting minutes and the current agenda. Commissioner Ribao seconded the motion. The
motion passed unanimously 4-0; with Commissioner Schenk, Commissioner Ribao,
Commissioner Swenson, and Commissioner Kenczka all in favor.

Training: Utah Open and Public Meetings Act

Ms. Bodily showed the Open and Public Meetings Act training, named Open and Public
Meetings Act Training 2025 and provided by the Utah State Auditor’s office to the
Nibley City Council. After the training video, Ms. Bodily asked the City Council the
following questions:

Which of the following is NOT a justification for closing a meeting?
A. The discuss the character, competence, or health of an individual.
B. To hold investigative proceedings regarding allegation of criminal
misconduct.
C. Tointerview a person applying to fill an elected position.
D. To discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation.

Regular open and public meetings required 24 hours’ notice. The public notice
includes the meeting: agenda, date, time and place.
Notice is posted at:
e The Utah Public Notice website (pmn.utah.gov)
e The public body’s website (if it maintains an official website and ahs a
budget of $250K or more)
e In a public location, such as the location where the meeting will be held
A. True
B. False



When a public body quorum (also known as a simple majority) meets to discuss or
act upon government business it is considered a public meeting.

A. True

B. False

A majority of a governing board members attend the same church and may be in
the same room at the same time. What should they do?
A. Have some governing body members find a different church.
B. Make sure enough governing body members will not attend the same
week.
C. Provide notice of a public meeting.
D. Nothing. This falls within the “chance or social meeting” exception.

A recording must be a complete and unedited record of all open portions of the
meeting from beginning to end; and be labeled with the meeting date, time, and

place.
A. True
B. False

A governing body may not take any vote during a closed meeting, unless it’s a vote
to end the closed portion of the meeting and return to an open meeting.

A. True

B. False

If a new topic not on the agenda is raised by the public during an open meeting,
the governing body may discuss the topic. However, final action may not be taken
on the new topic during that meeting.

A. True

B. False

Within three business days after approving written minutes of an open meeting,
make approved minutes and any public materials available at:
the Utah Public Notice Website (pmn.utah.gov);
the entity’s primary office; and
the entity’s website
A. True
B. False

Workshop: Open Space Subdivision Code

Mr. Roberts had a PowerPoint presentation named Open Space Subdivision Code to
accompany his discussion of the workshop (a printed copy of the presentation is
included in the printed meeting minutes). The topics Mr. Roberts discussed included the
following: Background.



Commissioner Schenk and Mr. Roberts discussed and debated setback requirements;
particularly side and back yard setbacks that abutted existing residential properties.
Commissioner Kenczka wondered if they wanted to entertain the idea of the open space
subdivision standards being a legislative thing. Did they want the legislative body to treat
this as its own unique ordinance because of potential impact to an adjoining subdivision?
Should the public be able to provide input as to whether the open space would be
valuable to preserve? Mr. Roberts described the potential approval process for the
subdivision zoning being discussed. Mr. Roberts thought Commissioner Kenczka was
suggesting the standard become its own zone or become an overlay zone and he felt the
way it was set up, as an overlay zone, made more sense. Mr. Roberts cautioned that they
may not get as many applications because approval may not be given if they added an
extra layer of subjectiveness. Commissioner Kenczka said it could be a stark contrast in
conditioning of development. Commissioner Ribao asked if Mr. Roberts could speak to
how the zone was currently approved versus an overlay. Mr. Roberts said it would add an
extra legislative process. The applicant would have to come to the Planning Commission
and City Council and convince the City that they had a good plan and that they had a good
place to put this development. It would add another layer to the process, and he felt
developers might shy away from this.

Commissioner Swenson said he kind of liked having the ability to say to a subdivision
approval process, “what’s in it for the City?” He liked having the zone change being
conditioned on doing an open space Subdivision. He felt it would be a win-win because
they would get more affordable housing and more open space. Commissioner Swenson
said the other issue was what qualified as open space. Mr. Roberts said the Planning
Commission would decide what was considered open space based on standards.

Commissioner Kenczka questioned if the Planning Commission added the potential of
setbacks having to match if this would deter having an open space subdivision next to an
existing development. Mr. Roberts didn’t feel it would have much effect. Mr. Roberts
discussed how this would have affected the lots in the past Fields subdivision approval.
Mr. Roberts said they could consider the additional setback and if there were a concern
about smaller lots closer to larger lots, they could say the lots needed to be within a range.
He thought there were other ways to mitigate things than to send things through the
legislative process. Mr. Roberts asked what the Planning Commission thought of
scrapping lot sizes and allowing for flexibility and variation. Currently it was focused on
uniformity. Commissioner Swenson said he was okay with that way of thinking as long as
the quantity of open space was protected. Commissioner Kenczka said it would be up to
the City Council to decide how they wanted to administer the zoning. Mr. Roberts quickly
calculated a 10-acre net example.

Mr. Roberts questioned the legislative process; should they keep the process the same or
make it an overlay process. Commissioner Swenson was in favor of an overlay.
Commissioner Ribao said they should keep the process the same. If they required more






