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Planning Commission January 7, 2026	

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
113 E CENTER

January 21, 2026
7 PM 
MINUTES


1. Call to Order & Take Roll
Commission Chair Melinda Lee called the Hyde Park City Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:01 PM on Wednesday, January 21, 2026. The meeting was noted as being recorded.

City Representatives Present:
Commission Chair Melinda Lee, Planning Commissioners Michael Mowes, Ned Hansen, Heather Taylor, City Planner Machael Layton, Mayor Bryan Cox, City Administrator Marcus Allton, Colette Dursteler Planning Assistant
Others Present: Thayne Braegger, Dave Fowles, Florence White, Tom Hill, Jake Thompson, Rod Thompson, Skyler Jenks, Kevin ??.
Prayer/Thought & Pledge of Allegiance – Commission Chair Lee
Commission Chair led the prayer, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.
Approval of Minutes from Planning Commission Meeting held January 7, 2026
The commission reviewed the minutes from the January 7, 2026, meeting. 
Heather Taylor requested that minutes be distributed earlier in the future.
Ned Hansen identified a specific grammatical error on page 3, paragraph 2, where his quote appeared to have a sentence structure issue. He pointed out: "It says so why wouldn't we want to have this be a develop, seems like a perfect development agreement. I think that maybe should have been why we would want this to be a development agreement period. New sentence “seems like a development agreement."
Motion by Heather Taylor to approve the minutes as amended with corrections, seconded by Mike Mowes. Motion passed unanimously.



4. Planning Staff Report
Moderate Income Housing Plan
Layton reported that it was time for the bi-annual moderate income housing report update, with the last one submitted in July. She explained that between July 2025 and January 2026, the city had received two additional MXD (Mixed Use Development) applications, noting that there hadn't been many rezones coming through the city.
"That is our method of creating moderate income housing that we declared to the state. And so that's what we've been doing is satisfying these criteria through rezones," Layton explained.
She had reached out to the state about changing their strategy and shared the response from Mr. Todd Anderson, who recommended waiting until after the 2026 legislative session before working on any strategy changes or amendments. Anderson warned that there were proposed changes at the state level, and any amendments would need to be made to the moderate-income housing element in the general plan before August 1st.
Commission Chair Lee acknowledged the timing issue: "That makes sense, though. because I can see you choosing new options, and then after the session, those aren't actually options anymore."
Layton concluded this topic by saying, "So I'll keep you posted on that. That'll be an interesting development for spring and summer."
 General Work Session Announcement
Layton announced that next Wednesday, in conjunction with the city council meeting, there would be a general work session starting at 6:00 PM. Topics would include:
1. Open meeting training
1. Powers and duties review
1. General plan review
She clarified it would be noticed so all could be present but wouldn't be an actual meeting, just a work session. When asked if this had been announced before, City Administrator Marcus Allton provided context: "It's something that the city council said they wanted to start doing in December and just at their last meeting we put a finer point on it. So now we're gonna start doing it. And it's going to be a recurring thing. Every fourth Wednesday at 6 p.m., we're going to have a work session."
Allton explained the purpose: "The bulk of the work session will be to talk about different parts and pieces of the general plan. Because the city council wants to really dig back into it this year and make sure that we can have that at the front of our minds as we're planning for budgets and long-term strategic visions for the city."
Public Meetings vs Public Hearings Clarification
Layton addressed questions about the distinction between public meetings and public hearings, citing the Ombudsman's office: All public hearings are public meetings, but not all public meetings include hearings. A meeting is the whole event, and a hearing is a dedicated session during that event for formal input.
She added her own perspective: "In either case, input should be factual, accurate, and provable, and not thoughts and feelings." She noted this topic would be included in next week's training on how to encourage good public comment "that's not a distraction to the public hearing that's actually helpful."

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS
5. Action Items
a. Consider the Preliminary Plat application for Sunrise Square
Machael Layton presented the staff report for Sunrise Square, showing the vicinity map indicating the property location along Wolfpack Way, directly across from the new middle school. She highlighted that this parcel was on the master transportation plan for a connecting road from the roundabout to the highway, giving it "some special extra details."
Layton explained the application's problematic status: "My office received a technically complete application for this proposed subdivision. It was brought before DRC twice and determined to be unreviewable due to a large amount of missing information within the application and items that did not meet code. The DRC does not have the authority to deny an application, and so it's being presented to you today."
She quoted the city attorney's position on application completeness: "What we shouldn't be doing is allowing people to obtain vested rights under our zoning ordinance merely by filling preliminary and incomplete papers. It defeats the purpose of zoning regulations."
Layton concluded with staff's recommendation for an unfavorable recommendation to City Council, stating "Unfortunately, this application really does need a lot of reworking."
Tom Hill with White Pine Engineering, representing developer Jake Thompson, presented their mixed-use subdivision proposal. He acknowledged the changing process in Hyde Park and emphasized: "We're not asking for special privileges. We're not trying to ramrod this through without meeting ordinances or anything like that."
Hill explained their application approach: "The goal with our application wasn't to try to do an incomplete application or to avoid ordinances. It's to try to get feedback from the city and to try to be cooperative and collaborative."
He presented their site plan, noting this was the first application under the new MXD ordinance. The development featured:
1. No townhomes (despite ordinance allowing 50%)
1. Three-story 24 and 36-plex buildings
1. Commercial units on the base level along Wolfpack Way with 12-foot ceilings and glass entries
1. Commercial pads on the west side
1. Dispersed amenity spaces including pool, clubhouse, park areas, and sports courts
Hill highlighted two specific code interpretation issues:
1. Building height: The ordinance states buildings over 35 feet may be permitted with proper setbacks. Hill explained that their buildings would be around 40-42 feet (average roof height) and questioned whether limiting height would force them to reduce ceiling heights from 9 to 8 feet and use flat roofs instead of pitched ones.
1. Open space requirements: He pointed out an apparent contradiction between Chapter 13 requiring "single, contiguous, publicly accessible" 70,000 square feet minimum open space, while Chapter 12.27 (MXD) states smaller amenities "shall be dispersed."
During commissioner discussion:
Ned Hansen stated simply: "I mean I agree. I mean it's got to finish your homework before you turn it in. So it's kind of the way I look at it."
Chair Lee noted: "This staff report is I feel like lined it out for us that it's just not there yet."
Marcus Allton provided crucial context about the state-mandated process changes: "The state kind of threw this whole process on its head… When the state turned this whole thing on its head a couple years ago, they changed it so that what Tom's describing is supposed to be the new norm. Hyde Park City didn't really catch up with that until we hired a real planner who said, No, you're supposed to be doing it this way."
He explained the current situation: "It's not that this is a bad project. It's not that it's something the city doesn't want. It's that after 2 rounds of review, the DRC said there's so many things that need to be changed that it's going to significantly alter the application."
Michael Mowes reflected on the legal guidance: "I understand that as the lawyer, as the legal for the city mentioned that we don't want to provide a placeholder where a developer who doesn't have anything done throws in an application and says okay here's my plan but I'm going to change it but then you still have to abide by the rules that were in force when I first put the application in."
Heather Taylor offered support while acknowledging the process: "Hyde Park is just growing and it's growing quickly… I think it is important that we get our ducks in a row and do it correctly. However, I do love the development. It is beautiful on paper, and I know Hyde Park really needs this."
Mowes appreciated aspects of the design: "I do appreciate the space between buildings instead of just packing as many buildings and housing units as you can in there." Though he added concern: "Although it does seem to be all parking lots. I was hoping for a little more green area instead of asphalt."
Motion by Michael Mowes to recommend disapproval to the city council, seconded by Heather Taylor. Motion passed unanimously.
Chair Lee clarified the decision: "Not because we don't like it, because we don't want it, but just the condition it's in at this point." She concluded with encouragement: "We hope to see you back."
6. Public Hearing
a. Consider Ordinance 2026-02RZ  rezone from Commercial  to Industrial
Machael Layton presented the rezone request, showing a vicinity map with the highway running north-south, commercial area in pink, the subject parcel in the middle, and industrial area in blue. She explained: "This sits in that pink area because it is zoned commercial at this time."
She detailed the owner's intentions: "The owner owns the blue industrial parcels to the west of it. And from our conversation, their intention is to combine that parcel with the rest of the industrial and give themselves a parcel that they can develop. They have a developer in mind who's ready to go as soon as it has the correct zoning and an approved site plan."
Layton noted this parcel was part of an abandoned subdivision and that access and improvements would be brought in from the existing industrial parcels. She mentioned: "They do have a small section of land that meets up with the highway and that's why I had them put their public notice up next to the highway where it would be visible."
Staff recommended supporting the zoning map amendment based on findings from criteria 2, 3, and 4.
Applicant Skyler Jenks addressed the commission: "Anyways yeah we have a business that is wanting to move into Hyde Park and manufacture. And so, we're looking at building them a building and putting them on the lots that we have right there that they'll access from the 800 West or 200 West, I'm not sure. It's still, the addressing in Hyde Park is still a little bit of an issue."
He emphasized the benefits: "I think this is going to be a great addition to the city and bring in some additional jobs and opportunities for some of the residents as well."
Chair Lee opened the public hearing with detailed instructions about providing factual, relevant testimony. No public comments were received, and the hearing was closed.

During commissioner discussion:

Ned Hansen raised an important concern: "Hyde Park has such a limited amount of commercial acreage. We're giving up some now for this. Is this development going to bring in anything to offset what we might lose from a commercial site compared to the industrial? Because we don't make much tax revenue off industrial, right?"
Layton responded: "You're right. We have a certain amount of land that's zoned commercial. And so, we have to be very picky and very conscientious of code as we move forward with rezones… If this parcel is rezoned industrial, it can be combined with that land next to it and give the property owner an opportunity to develop in a way that otherwise his industrial parcel wouldn't be big enough to do."
She explained the access issue: "Leaving it commercial as a side effect of that abandoned subdivision right now, as it sits, it's landlocked. It's got that little 9-foot strip… but that's not enough for access, right? They wouldn't be able to do much with it."
Michael Mowes noted: "My concern is probably more unrelated to the rezoning other than the access to the property. The 9 foot right of way doesn't… I think it was noted in the staff report that there would need to be some sort of road created to get to it."
Layton clarified the access solution: "The applicant has made improvements to his parcels in that blue area so that there is a private road right now that goes north and provides that access. But again, the parcels would have to be combined so that they all have the same ingress and egress."
When asked about ownership, Layton explained there were multiple owners in the area, with someone selling corral panels near the highway.
Heather Taylor expressed support: "I'm in favor of getting Hyde Park functioning properly. So, if that needs to be happening to obtain the property and to allow the land to be useful, I'm in favor of saying, to let it happen." She also noted they had recently approved commercial zoning elsewhere: "We did just approve a commercial and I think city council from last meeting, we did get more commercial, right? Property went from agriculture. So, we're just swapping it, I guess, is how I'm looking at it."
Mowes added perspective on the location: "It's not advantageous for a commercial location anyway because it's not on highway. It has no unless it has some other way of advertising other than being right there on the side of the road which it isn't."
Motion by Ned Hansen to approve the rezone from commercial to industrial for this parcel, seconded by Mike Mowes. Motion passed unanimously.







7. Discussion Items
a. Code updates to Title 12 and 13
Machael Layton led an extensive discussion on upcoming code updates, emphasizing this was a discussion item with no voting required.
She began with application process improvements: "I've already kind of started it off with the things that I think are important application wise. We're gonna make sure that we clarify what kind of survey we're asking our applicants to provide."
She explained the survey options being considered: either an ALTA survey (more detailed, involved, and expensive) or a boundary survey showing easements and encumbrances.
Layton described her ongoing work with Marcus: "When I first started, we made Marcus and I sat down and made a list of problems that needed to be solved through an ordinance change for 2025. And so we hit some of those… So, some of those have rolled over to our new list called problems that need to be addressed for 2026."
Key updates discussed included:
Minor Subdivision Process Clarification: Layton explained the need for change: "Right now, it just says it goes through this final plat process and doesn't have to go through preliminary plat. But as you've seen, some of these minor subdivisions take a lot of improvements and need a lot more preliminary plat style attention."
The proposed new criteria: "Maximum of 3 lots where no improvements are needed" instead of just limiting by lot count.
Conditional Use Permits (CUPs): When Heather Taylor asked about CUPs, Marcus Allton provided a detailed explanation: "CUP stands for conditional use permit. It's a thing in Utah state code where, like, if the city wants to say we will allow something, but we want to have, be nitpicky about the conditions that we put on it."
He clarified the limitations: "The hard part is when you put CUP in front of something, that doesn't mean you can say no. That means that we say yes, but we can put conditions on it. But the condition has to be based on city code."
Allton used an ADU example: "If somebody wanted to build an ADU in their backyard, like a mother-in-law apartment, you do a conditional use permit. But the city can't come in and say, well, we don't want any dogs allowed in there. There's nothing in our ordinance to prohibit dogs from being in there, so we can't have that be a condition."
Layton's proposal: "What Machael is proposing is instead we go through the list of code items that say you can do it with a conditional use permit. We just go back to the base zoning and say, what do we really have an issue with here? You fix that in the base zoning and then you can just say it's allowed."
General Plan Updates: Marcus Allton outlined required and recommended changes:
1. Transportation Section (Required): "There was a bill that got passed last session that all the cities have to create a new transportation section for the general plan." He noted they're working with Cache Metropolitan Planning Organization for potential grant funding, warning: "Otherwise, we'll probably have to spend some money and hire a consultant because it involves a lot of looking at our transportation plan, making new maps, doing more studies, and it's kind of onerous."
1. Water Conservation Element (Optional but recommended): "It's only required if you're over a certain population size. It's 10,000 or more. We're about 6,000 people. We don't have to do it, but we think it's a very good thing to do. And the city's already done a lot of work in that space."
1. Moderate Income Housing Update: Following expected legislative changes.
Allton emphasized: "Technically it's the Planning Commission's job to write the general plan. But don't worry, we'll get it prepped for you."
Other Code Updates Discussed:
1. Short-term rental overlay zone creation
1. Outdoor lighting ordinance (originally referred to as "dark skies")
1. Definition consistency between Title 12 and 13
Layton clarified the lighting ordinance intent: "What we wanted was not dark sky's designation… but instead talk about light trespass, especially in these higher density neighborhoods where if we're not shielding our lights that shine out from the third floor, then the residential neighborhood next door is going to have some light trespass."
Heather Taylor supported this need: "I know subdivisions where neighbors have knocked out the lights that Hyde Park has put in because it shines into their home. So we do need to address this and get that fixed."
Discussion on definitions arose when Ned Hansen suggested consolidating all definitions into one section. Marcus Allton explained the current situation: "The reason we have 2 is because when we did the big update that the state required a couple years ago, we just wanted to update chapter 13."
Layton noted the practical challenge: "When staff is trying to review a subdivision application, and then we have to go through and look through all of those definitions. Sometimes it's easier if we're in the subdivision."

8. Future Items
a. Dark Skies Ordinance
The discussion of future items began with clarification about the "dark skies" terminology. Layton explained: "I know we talked about dark skies ordinance. We don't actually mean dark skies. Right. That's how it was brought up, and so that's kind of how I left it on the agenda. I think in the future, we'll probably refer to it as outdoor lighting plan or outdoor lighting ordinance."
Marcus Allton mentioned potential priority-setting workshops: "I have been talking to the mayor about potentially doing outside of our new regular work sessions that we're doing, a different work session to do some priority setting for the city… There's been some concern that we're kind of all over the place. We've been spending our time on a lot of different stuff. And so, we just wanna make sure that the things that we are working on is moving Hyde Park in a positive direction."
Mayor Bryan Cox provided extensive context on city priorities and planning needs. He explained his work on higher-level goals: "During the end of last year started thinking of, you know, goals for the city for coming year more at the City Council level."

He gave specific examples of priorities:
1. Water meter installation status after significant investment
1. Snow plowing efficiency and cost savings
1. Street sweeper acquisition (corrective action from the state)
The mayor emphasized the urgency of code corrections: "This spring we're going to have developers coming in again as we always do and inundated us with new plans. And through the course of this last year, we always say, oh, here's a code and we need to correct this."
He referenced a comprehensive list: "In that box, there's a document that I loaded up today. It's 2026 problems to solve or try to resolve. There's a lot of things that I tried to put some higher priority ones at the top."
Cox also mentioned the general plan: "As we lean into this coming year, we're going to be working to potentially start doing a new general plan again. It's been that time and maybe not new but at least revised."
Ned Hansen suggested creating a separate box for ongoing future items rather than date-specific files, which led to agreement about using the existing workshop file.

9. Adjourn
Chair Lee initially moved to adjourn, with Mike Mowes seconding, before realizing she could simply declare the meeting adjourned without a vote. The meeting was adjourned at approximately 8:15 PM.


 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:15 PM.
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