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Planning Commission January 7, 2026	

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
113 E CENTER
January 7, 2026
7 PM 
MINUTES

City Representatives Present:
Planning Commissioners Michael Mowes, Ned Hansen, Charlene Williams, Heather Taylor, City Planner Machael Layton, Mayor Bryan Cox, 
Others Present: Thayne Braegger, Brenda Rust
Prayer/Thought & Pledge of Allegiance – Commission Chair Mowes
Commission Chair led the prayer, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.
Approval of Minutes from Planning Commission Meeting held December 17, 2025

Mowes made a motion to approve the minutes.  Hansen seconded it. Motion carried unanimously. 

Planning Staff Report
City Planner Machael Layton began by emphasizing the importance of speaking clearly into the microphones, noting we must speak clearly and very close to the microphone.

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS

Public Hearings

Consider Ordinance 2026-01RZ Amending the Hyde Park City Zoning Map

Machael Layton presented the rezone request for a city-owned parcel located at Wolfpack Way and Center Street, adjacent to a water feature. She oriented the commission using a vicinity map, explaining that the parcel was currently split zoned with most of it in agricultural zoning and a portion near Wolfpack Way in residential transition zone.
Layton explained the city had been approached by a party interested in developing the property for commercial use, specifically mentioning "they're providing kind of a food and drink establishment, small." She emphasized that the developers would incorporate the trail connection allowing people to walk through the parcel from the walking path. "They're really working with the city to preserve that area for public use. It wouldn't be just for private use, it would be for public use as well," Layton stated.
The planner noted that the city had conducted a survey to verify boundaries and properly posted all required notices. She said that staff believed the request met city code and was following the future land use map and general plan. No adverse effects were identified at the Development Review Committee meeting.

Chair Mowes opened the public hearing, reminding speakers to limit comments to three minutes, speak into the microphone, state their names, and phrase opinions as statements rather than questions.

Public Comment Period:

Thayne Braegger approached first, stating his concerns: "I know the city's been trying to sell this for quite some time. But I know there's a reason that that was zoned mixed use and transitional zone. By changing this zone to commercial, are we not opening the gates for all the owners of the property on the east side of Wolfpack Way to do the same thing?" He expressed particular concern about the proximity to the older development behind the property, wondering if residents were truly fine with the change. "I just wonder if we're not opening the gates to everybody. What's good for the city is good for everybody else. I'm concerned about that."

Brenda Rust identified herself as owning property north of the waterway along Center Street. She sought clarification about the rezone boundaries, initially confused about whether only the purple section on the map would become commercial or the entire parcel. Commissioner Hansen clarified that the purple showed existing transition zone and blue showed agriculture zone, with the request being to change the entire parcel to commercial. Rust expressed her preference: "I would love to have it left agricultural, just being on the north side and to have that right up next to our property. To have that left agriculture because it changes the whole dynamic and the traffic flow."

After closing the public hearing, the commission engaged in extensive discussion.

Commission Discussion:

Chair Mowes immediately raised concerns about the implications of commercial zoning: "Once we deem, if we were to approve this or recommend approval… It just goes to commercial." He worried that once the property was sold, the city would have limited control: "We could not say no to anything that was within the bounds of the commercial zoning regulations."
Marcus (staff member) provided crucial context: "This parcel owned by the city, the city put it up for sale a while ago, but now the city council and the mayor have no intention of actually selling the project." He explained that the city had twice issued Requests for Proposals (RFPs) seeking businesses for a partnership to develop "a family-oriented business" in conjunction with public amenities like trails or a small park. "The intention is not to sell the property," he emphasized.
Commissioner Taylor raised questions about the water feature, asking "What is the water feature?" Marcus described it as a beautiful spring bubbling out of the ground creating a small river that flows under the bridge. He outlined the city's vision: "We as a city want to have seating areas, places where people can sit and just enjoy the nature there. And then eventually, hopefully, build a trail around it and integrate into our trail network."
Chair Mowes continued pressing on protections, particularly concerned about impacts on neighbors to the east and north, as well as the water feature. He posed a critical question: "If this were a private party asking us to change this, would we be doing it? And I believe the answer is not without more information."
Commissioner Hansen suggested a development agreement might be more appropriate: "So why wouldn't we want to have this be a development agreement. This seems like the perfect development agreement kind of a plan for this piece as opposed to a commercial rezone?" He argued this would allow the city to maintain better control.
Machael Layton explained the challenge with a development agreement: "The problem with the development agreement is that it requires more financially from the developer than they would make. It doesn't pencil them to do a development agreement." Marcus added that development agreements require "very explicit benefits to the city to justify the dramatic shift in what the zoning is."
Commissioner Williams extensively questioned whether the proposed use could be accomplished through other means, expressing concerns about guaranteeing public access, control of the water feature, and trail connectivity. She emphasized: "The city has to be universal in their application of enforcing it. And the more detailed we get, the more we open ourselves up to lawsuits."
Commissioner Taylor expressed trust in the city but acknowledged limitations: "I know we do have codes and plans, but a lot of codes need looked at. I know we need to look at a lot of codes, and I wasn't on the council when those codes were written, so I really would not feel confident to say, yeah, all the codes are good and we'll be fine. I can't say that."
The discussion revealed Marcus's measurements showing the parcel was approximately 620-635 feet deep with limited buildable area due to the bank. He estimated only about 2 acres of buildable envelope, with perhaps 1.5 acres available after accounting for access roads, with the remainder preserved for public use.
Layton passionately described the vision for the property: "I think it's a unique and beautiful parcel… the vision for this is a small family owned, bistro style, small, not a drive through, get a soda place. It's not going to be a Taco Bell. That's not what we're talking about. It's a destination for that walking path." He detailed how the developers had discussed landscaping and creating buffers between the commercial use and neighboring properties.
Marcus emphasized the city council's specific intentions: "The city council's been very specific about what they want there, and that's a commercial property in partnership with some public use and public recreation opportunities."
After extensive debate about ownership models, leases versus sales, and protective measures, Commissioner Hansen made a motion: "I was just going to make a motion that we recommend approval to commercial. But I'm telling you in the future… unless it comes back looking good, I'm not voting on any site plan."
Commissioner Williams seconded the motion "with the same caveats of everything we just have said with the crossing fingers, PS, that we hope the city can retain ownership and have control of that for the future."
Chair Mowes, before calling the vote, emphasized to staff who would be present at city council: "They know how much we discussed this, how concerned we are. I hope those concerns are brought before the city council so that they understand that this is not… done lightly. We have lots of lots of concerns and we can't even, you can't even give us the answers to be able to address those concerns, which makes it even worse."
The motion to recommend approval for rezoning from residential transition and agricultural to commercial passed unanimously, though with clearly expressed reservations and conditions from all commissioners.
Machael Layton thanked the commission: "I just want to say I really do appreciate the thought and the effort that you guys put into this. I appreciate the depth of the questions that you ask, and that you take this seriously."

Action Items

Approve And Adopt the Meeting Schedule For 2026
Machael Layton presented the 2026 meeting schedule, noting it followed the pattern of first and third Wednesdays. Chair Mowes immediately identified a concern: "The week of April first, I think, isn't the date on there… That falls into the middle of spring break, and I don't know if there's anyone who would need to…"
After some confusion about the exact dates, Marcus checked the school district calendar and confirmed spring break was March 30th through April 3rd. The commission agreed to flag April 1st as a potential conflict date, with Marcus noting they wouldn't necessarily cancel but would check for quorum closer to the date.
Marcus identified additional dates of concern including July 1st (near the July 4th holiday) and September 2nd (near Labor Day on September 7th).
Commissioner Hansen made a motion: "I make a motion we approve that with the subject to the caveats on potential conflicts." Chair Mowes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Discussion Items

Definition Of Nuisance
Machael Layton introduced the discussion by presenting nuisance code definitions from various municipalities across the country, pulled from her planner's dictionary. She noted these represented "the best possible definitions for a lot of different terms" but acknowledged none appeared to be from Utah, though she didn't think that mattered.
The commission reviewed Hyde Park's current definition (marked as HPCMC), with Chair Mowes immediately expressing dissatisfaction: "I really don't like our definition. It's like whatever kills you is a nuisance." Layton agreed it was "a little antiquated."
Commissioner Williams, who had done extensive research, advocated for staying close to common law tort definitions: "My feelings are to stay as close to the common law tort definition of nuisance as possible because it's so well litigated over so much time that you have a lot to fall back on without having to defend yourself with new legal arguments if you get sued." She emphasized that nuisances must be "ongoing, not a 1 time thing, not a 1 time party. It has to be ongoing. It needs to be substantial. It needs to be unreasonable."
Commissioner Taylor raised practical concerns about enforcement: "I think nuisances are really everyone's going to have different levels of nuisance. Right… Dogs bark. And some people's levels are from here to here, you know." She suggested considering requiring multiple complaints before something rises to the level of a city-enforced nuisance.
Williams warned about the challenges of enforcement: "The city has to be universal in their application of enforcing it. And the more detailed we get, the more we open ourselves up to lawsuits. If we aren't universally applying it to everybody and we end up leaving it up based on complaints, well, that's not fair to some set of neighbors that are more tolerant."
Commissioner Hansen agreed with the need for some numerical or majority standard: "I like the idea of saying the majority people would consider this… some kind of number on it as opposed to just 1."
Chair Mowes noted that their current definition appeared to address public nuisances rather than private nuisances, reading from his research: "An act that affects an entire community or a large population by endangering health, safety, morals, comfort." He suggested they needed a definition for private nuisance: "an interference with a specific individual's right to the quiet enjoyment of their land."
The discussion evolved to acknowledge the complexity of the issue, with Williams emphasizing: "If we copy common law tort, the basic tort law that gives you a private right of action against your neighbor and make that our nuisance definition, you have a wealth of case law supporting that definition."
Marcus noted there were numerous references to nuisance throughout the city code, suggesting that fixing the definition might help address many issues, though some areas like animal nuisances would need specific attention. The commission agreed that animal codes particularly needed updating, with Taylor noting the animal ordinance "hasn't been looked at for a long, long time."
Marcus outlined the next steps: commissioners should email their comments to staff, who would work with the city attorney to draft new definitions for both public and private nuisances, then bring it back for further discussion before scheduling a public hearing for the actual ordinance change.

Future Items
Commissioner Williams proposed considering "a very lenient dark skies ordinance," clarifying she wasn't seeking official dark skies designation but rather regulations addressing light trespass. She described her vision: "As we are building more and more and going further up the hill and out, it would be nice to say, Hey, if you're going to do your permanent lighting, it needs to be downward facing, not outward, so that it's not going on to everyone else's property." She emphasized benefits for nocturnal animals and residents' ability to sleep without bright lights shining into their homes.
Commissioner Taylor supported the idea, noting issues with broken streetlights that had shined into homes, creating unsafe dark conditions when removed. Williams suggested regulations could specify "warm light, not a bright, which changes how it feels. Again, Vegas versus a cottage community."
Commissioner Hansen asked about the parks master plan status. Marcus explained they had applied for a UDOT grant in December with notification expected by March. If successful, the study would focus primarily on "connecting the city in a non-motorized way" with parks as destinations. The study would examine areas deficient in parks and recreation opportunities.
Williams made a final recommendation that city council members listen to the first hour of their meeting to fully understand the commission's extensive concerns about the rezone, noting "it would be hard for anyone present tonight to sum it up really quickly."
Adjourn
Commissioner Hansen made a motion to adjourn, which was seconded. The motion passed unanimously, and the meeting was adjourned.


 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:30 PM.
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