


Kanab City Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting
February 3, 2026
Kanab City Council Chambers 
26 North 100 East
6:30 PM
Agenda Items:

1. Call to Order and Roll Call
In attendance – Commission Members: Ben Aiken, Mark Gilbert, Marlee Swain, Kerry Glover; Building & Land Use Official Janae Chatterley, City Attorney Kent Burggraaf, Building Inspector Samuel Tomco

Not in attendance – Commission members Andy Hill, Russ Whitaker, Dennis Shakespear, Terry 
Edwards, and Council Liaison Arlon Chamberlain

Nomination for new Chair: Ben Aiken nominated as chair by member Glover. Member Swain seconded the nomination
Marlee Swain – YES
Kerry Glover – YES
Mark Gilbert – YES
Ben Aiken – YES
Terry Edwards – Absent
Andy Hill – Absent
Dennis Shakespear - Absent

Nomination for new Chair Pro Tem: Devin Shakespear nominated as chair by member Aiken. Member Glover seconded the nomination
Marlee Swain – YES
Kerry Glover – YES
Mark Gilbert – YES
Ben Aiken – YES
Terry Edwards – Absent
Andy Hill – Absent
Dennis Shakespear – Absent

2. 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
Public commenter, Darren DaSilva, spoke regarding forwarding the allowing of a tavern in Kanab and his thoughts on the sign ordinances saying: “I’m Darren DaSilva, I’m a resident and homeowner here in Kanab. I’m excited to come and listen to the discussion on two topics; we’ve got the tavern, and also, signs on discussion. Just kind of, pro, for the tavern I think it’d be a great addition to the city. I work in tourism, and think there’s a, quite a few people who take their business outside of our town because of that. I don’t know if y’all know, the buckskin tavern is gonna be running a shuttle this year, and gonna be bringing people in from hotels, so, rather than them taking a shuttle out of state, out of our city, it’d be cool to keep some of that money here in the town. I’d just like to listen to what you guys have got to say about the tavern. Also about the signs, [I was] interested to know what y’all think about that, I think lately the sign usage and flag signs, it’s kind of gotten out of hand, I think they’re not really allowed in the ordinance, unless it’s for a temporary period? So, I’m hoping we’re not opening up to more signage use? Hopefully that’s what signage maybe that we do have, maybe we increase the temporary period, which would be great for businesses when they’re first starting, but the signs, those types of signs, I think look really tacky? Like a used car dealership kind of vibe, and yanno there’s going to be a discussion about the tavern as well like what’s the deal with the town, and it’d be great if we, kind of, get rid of tacky signs, right? We’ve got a nice town, thanks.”

· No further speakers, public comment period closed.

3. Administrative Decision Items:
· None

4. Legislative Decisions:
· None

5. Work Meeting:
· 1. Discussion regarding a text amendment for Land Use Ordinance Chapter 4 adopting a minimum set back along Highway 89A for future development along Highway 89A frontage. 
· 2. Discussion about subdivisions improvements for minor subdivisions outlined in Kanab City Subdivision Ordinances. 
· 3. Discussion about a text amendment in Land Use Ordinance Chapter 20 allowing for a tavern or establishment to serve and sale beer without a restaurant/food requirement. 
· 4. Discussion on sign requirements in Land Use Ordinance Chapter 7 specifically prohibited flag and banana signs. 
· 5. Training for Public and Open Meetings

Discussion 3, Land Use Ordinances Regarding Tavern-style establishments

Member Swain moved Discussion 3 to the top of the items. 

Ms. Chatterley spoke about taverns (an establishment that can serve beer without having to be a restaurant) having been removed from ordinances, and the possibility of them being brought back. She spoke that city council was open to the idea of a tavern, per a conditional use permit, but not so a bar (beer vs. hard liquor). She continued speaking about limiting permits for taverns/breweries. Standard state law requires that a certain amount of food must be sold, and what kinds of said food, to be legally allowed, and so it will be up to planning commission/city council to decide what they would like to allow, as well as the ABV of said allowed alcoholic beverages within the establishment. She continued, saying there has been interest regarding turning a previously established insurance branch into a possible brewery/tavern. 

Member Swain asked what was meant by limiting, if it meant limiting the amount of tavern permits available.

Ms. Chatterley confirmed. 

Mr. Burggraaf commented the legality behind limiting and what it entails.

Ms. Chatterley spoke on what this would mean for other businesses that would like to open their own brewery, comparing to Salt Lake City, UT that once had had limits at on the number of taverns/breweries permits available.  

Member Swain spoke to Ms. Chatterley regarding the hours of operation and how that would likely have to be addressed. 

Member Aiken spoke that he believes sticking to the current limit of a cutoff at 1AM for alcohol sales seems reasonable. 

Mr. Burggraff spoke with Aiken, noting that 1AM is already state code, and not just a local ordinance. 

Member Glover gave his appreciation to the quality of the presentation provided by public members. 

Member Swain asked what, if any kind of food could, or should, be required.

Ms. Chatterley stated that is what is to be decided upon with this discussion.

Member Glover and Member Gilbert requested the definition of a brewery compared to a tavern.

Mr. Burggraaf answered by explaining a brewery brews their own drafts (alcoholic beverages), whereas taverns just sell already brewed beverages. 

Ms. Chatterley spoke with member Aiken and member Swain regarding what is commonly found food within taverns and breweries.

Member Aiken spoke with Ms. Chatterley regarding the different commercial zones and where commercial zones begin and end within the city limits.

Member Glover spoke with Ms. Chatterley regarding La Bella salon and its prospect of becoming a tavern.

Member Aiken spoke about the specific legal limit of the distance between a drinking establishment and a church.

Ms. Chatterley presented the zones via a map, and explained what locations within the zones are what current businesses, but did note that the map may not be 100% up to date. 

The whole commission spoke about different businesses on the map and what businesses some locations were previously. 

Ms. Chatterley spoke with Member Swain regarding homes within commercial zones, and spoke on some older homes that are technically within common commercial locations, but have grandfathered in their residential statuses. 

Member Aiken spoke regarding his favor of the possible location of a future tavern.

Member Gilbert spoke strongly against a tavern, referencing his history of police work, having dealt with disorder and criminal behavior surrounding drinking establishments. Speaking that he did not see any good in having a tavern within city limits. 

Member Glover asked Member Gilbert if the creation of a tavern were guaranteed to happen no matter what, what would be required to satisfy Member Gilbert

Member Gilbert spoke that is okay with restaurants serving alcohol but only because they already do so, and no matter what, he would not want a drinking establishment, and if a new one were to open, problems would ensue. 

Mr. Burggraff spoke to Member Gilbert noting that he should not feel pressured to feel either way and spoke that he is allowed to speak without feeling pressured to change his opinion. 

Member Swain spoke about the current time and that there was still much on the docket to discuss, and that the commission needed to come to a decision on the questions at hand, beginning with what should be the limit of permits. 

Member Aiken spoke that he thinks a drinking establishment should only be found within the zones C1 or C2.

Member Gilbert repeated his view against having any sort of establishment selling alcohol. 

Member Glover asked Ms. Chatterley to confirm zoning of a specific unrelated building within the city limits. 

Member Swain and Member Aiken agreed that two permits would be a good start for taverns within the city limits.

Member Aiken spoke about the fire code limiting the amount of people within a tavern

Ms. Chatterley continued Member Aiken’s thought, speaking about how not many properties have a high enough square footage that could allow large amounts of people to gather. 

Member Aiken spoke that it is a double-edged sword, a large property would mean a lot of people consuming alcohol, which equals a higher chance of problems presenting themselves, whereas a small property limits patrons and could cause a business to struggle to keep its’ doors open. 

Member Gilbert spoke that if you allow the market to decide how many taverns there should be, it is possible to see it go from 0-100, referencing his home town where more than twenty bars were found within a mile. 

Member Swain asked what limits should be placed referring to a possible drinking establishments’ hours to operation.

Mr. Burggraaf clarified with Member Aiken regarding how a restriction of time of sale works with a specific business, and how state law already restricts sales of alcohol after 1AM.

Member Swain asked if a full restaurant should be necessary. 

Member Aiken asked if in Utah there is any current requirement on amount of food

Member Swain spoke that she thinks food should be necessary, but more than simple foods (appetizers) should not be required. 

Member Aiken spoke with the public and Ms. Chatterley what a Tavern itself really entails. Tastings, games, food options, portion sizes, etc. 

Member Aiken spoke with Mr. Burggraaf about how much a restaurant can really sell with beverages containing alcohol. 

Mr. Burggraaf spoke asking if the commission would want to allow standard beer or heavy beer.

Ms. Chatterley stated that current ordinances do not have a specific requirement on the ABV content of beer within a tavern
Mr. Burggraaf followed up stating that the ABV is something that can be specified via ordinances if wanted, and restated that drinking establishments are currently across the board not permitted. 

Ms. Chatterley stated that there used to be a tavern where a hotel now stands. 

Member Aiken stated that with his only problem with a tavern is limiting ABV within beverages.  

Ms. Chatterley spoke regarding the ABV content within beer, noting that even higher strength beer rarely top 13-15%ABV, and it is uncommon to find beer at that alcohol level. 

Member Aiken spoke saying that he is content with leaving the verbiage within the ordinance just as “beer,” not requiring specifying “heavy beer” or ABV

Member Glover, Mr. Burggraaf, and Member Swain spoke about the prospect of requiring just simple foods

Member Swain spoke in favor of the tavern being within a C1 or C2

The commission agreed to leave hours of operation to state code (none allowed between 1am and 10am)

Member Glover spoke with member Swain and Ms. Chatterley regarding if any restaurants in town currently stay open until 1AM. 

Mr. Burggraaf stated that the ordinance should specifically note the time of operation

Member Aiken stated that the town is quiet after 10PM. 

Member Glover spoke asking if it is normal staying open until 1.

The members of the public and Mr. Burggraaf spoke about how common it is in larger cities to stay open as late, or later than 1AM.

Member Swain talked with Mr. Burggraaf about requiring a “last call,” possibly 1 hour after last serving of alcohol.

Member Aiken spoke about the positive sides of requiring a last call.

Members Swain, Glover, Aiken said they are for the idea of a last call. 

Ms. Chatterley and Mr. Burggraaf both acknowledged the favor towards the idea of a last call, and confirmed wording to be put in the draft. 

Member Glover spoke about how a tavern is not much different than a restaurant serving alcohol, and noting it is not much different that even with a dry town, people will drink at home and then drive vs driving home from said taverns. He also spoke about the positive effects of closing earlier to help law enforcement from getting late calls regarding the tavern. 

Discussion Item 4, Temporary Sign Ordinances
Member Swain opened the discussion on Item 4.

Ms. Chatterley described the different styles of signs, what are prohibited and what are allowed. She asked if ordinances behind prohibited signs should be loosened or tightened. (View Sect. 7-21) She noted how one thing that has triggered recent discussions, especially regarding A frame-style signs being left up permanently, and signs being set side-by-side to “create” a larger, singular sign. She continued noting how there are many cases of already prohibited signs being used, which is acceptable for events, such as grand openings, but not for long term usage, as seen in many cases year-round at select businesses. 

Member Swain spoke that she thinks the current provisions and ordinances are good as is.

Member Glover spoke about how long it took to create the original provisions and ordinances with planning commission and city council, and what has brought up the discussions

Ms. Chatterley spoke about how even without a complaint, multiple businesses were already in violation of code. 

Member Glover spoke about how he agrees with the public speaker, regarding the signs and how they can look “tacky” and how he still believes the original provisions are good. 

Ms. Chatterley spoke about how often signs for “grand openings” are looked over, even when sign usage goes beyond the allotted time allowed. 

Mr. Burggraff confirmed that signs for events, including, but not limited to, grand openings, are limited to 30 days

Member Glover spoke with member Aiken about the real benefit of signs in a digital age. Member Aiken, from personal and business experience, spoke of the importance of signs for small businesses.

Chatterley and Burggraff spoke about the problem being that signage restriction exists, but it is enforcing that is difficult, and a common issue is when enforcing takes place, businesses often complain directly to city council and other officials to remove said restrictions. 

A public member spoke about how he would not mind opening restrictions on grand opening signs, but still does not agree with long term signage 

Ms. Chatterley spoke with members Glover and Swain over possibly expanding the temp time, and that no matter what is decided, enforcement of ordinances will always be difficult. The three also spoke about the location of a new business in town. 

Member Swain said she is content with expanding the current regulation to 30 days AFTER grand openings, for promotional signage. 

After further discussion between all commission members, all agreed to the allowance of 60 days for temporary signage AFTER opening (events). 

Mr. Burggraaf spoke that this is not regulating anything on the sign itself, but more so the sign as a whole, and that signs that relate to a current event should be taken down soon after the event has ended (e.g. civic event signage)

Ms. Chatterley spoke about the possibility of making the 60 day time limit apply to only grand openings, and not events in general. 

Mr. Burggraaf noted that this will be something discussed in the future when creating the draft for the updated ordinance. He also noted the importance, and possible difficulty, of differentiating signage material within the ordinance, to make clear what the ordinance specifically applies to (e.g. civic events vs private business grand openings)

Member Aiken asked Mr. Burggraaf about laws regarding removal of political signage, in which Mr. Burggraaf noted there is not currently an ordinance in place for time, but there is state law in place regarding illegally removing political signage. Mr. Burggraaf then restated the importance of differentiating between signage material and how the ordinance will handle that. 

Ms. Chatterley noted there needs to be a distinction between signage on private vs public property. 

Mr. Burggraaf stated one of the issues with signage is that it’s all about aesthetics, and each member of the public will have a different opinion on the subjective style and appearance of signs. 

Ms. Chatterley stated, as it’s written in the ordinance, the building official cannot take down a sign based on content of said sign, but only on the location, time up, shape, size, and style of the sign. 

Discussion Item 1, UDOT required setbacks along highway 89a.

Member Swain moved to item 1, regarding changing setbacks requirements on the highway. 

Ms. Chatterley, to bring context to the setback, spoke about UDOT having minimum requirements for setbacks for right of way, and that on highway there is a minimum 45ft setback on the East side of 89a, specifically for commercial properties within city ordinance. UDOT spoke previously about the 89a corridor, and how the narrowest spot was near the Lofts apartments and storage units, currently UDOT has about 78ft of setback available. UDOT requires 125 ft of setbacks on highways. She spoke about how every zone along the highway will need expanded setbacks for UDOT. She noted, the more developed the lots are that might require some further setting back would cost more, and if it exceeds UDOTs budget, some of the costs may fall on the city. There have also been some issues of commercial properties along the highway asking to be re-zoned as residential, which then the current 45ft setback requirement does not set in. She stated the plan is to put the modified setback ordinance into Ch. 4 of Kanab city ordinance, and noted the plan is for the updated ordinance to cover all zones. The setback is to allow future expansion of the road. If one would want to make possible a walking/biking lane, further setback would be required. 

Member Swain asked Ms. Chatterley what the minimum setback for the walking lane would be, Ms. Chatterley responded with about 10-15 feet of additional setback.  

Member Aiken asked Ms. Chatterley why UDOT is specifically speaking about the East side of 89a, to which she responded that although she wasn’t present for the UDOT meeting, she believes it is because the East side is less built out, and would be easier and more affordable to expand into. 

Member Gilbert asked if the 89a storage units would be affected by the setbacks

Ms. Chatterley confirmed. 

Member Gilbert asked if the updated setbacks would require the tearing down of said storage units.

Mr. Burggraaf denied this, and stated the setbacks would only be applied to future developments, but if UDOT ever decided to go forward with road expansion, they would offer compensation to any property required for the expansion.

Member Aiken spoke with Mr. Burggraaf regarding why specifically the East side, to which Mr. Burggraaf restated that the east side of the road has generally less developed land, less expensive property. 

Ms. Chatterley stated that the setbacks and property purchased by UDOT would be up to UDOT.

Member Aiken spoke in favor of a 60ft setback for the east side of the highway. He followed up by asking what would be the cost of the proposed road.

Mr. Burggraaf noted the lasted stated figure was about one million dollars a mile for asphalt. 

Member Gilbert asked if there is an estimated date when the expansion might take place. 

Ms. Chatterley responded, saying as far as she knows, she is unaware of a specific given date. 

Mr. Burggraaf stated UDOT is likely working on a 5,10,15 year plan. 

Member Glover stated that one thing that gave UDOT concerns was the new stoplight on 89a.

Member Chatterley noted there are multiple developments being constructed around 89a. 

Member Aiken asked why UDOT is only making plans for South 89A, and not east 89a.

Ms. Chatterley spoke, noting she is unaware as to why, and will speak with the mayor regarding east 89a, north 89. 

Member Glover spoke that 89 is much more restricted than 89a

Ms. Chatterley confirmed hwy 89 has a limited use policy. 

Member Glover and Ms. Chatterley further explained limited use refers to how many roadway entrances onto the highway are allowed. 

Discussion Item 2, Improvements to ordinances regarding subdivisions

Member Swain opened the discussion on Item 2.

Ms. Chatterley spoke about commercial and residential subdivisions and how they differ, and what state legislation has changed. She noted a big discrepancy is within Kanab’s code, a subdivision is nine lots, but state code is ten, so it would be in question if the city should be brought to match the state. She continued saying how difficult it is to require minor subdivisions to have improvements, such as requiring minor subdivision developers that they must bring the road up to standards, and not leave the road unfinished, unrepaired. Unless it is within city ordinance, the building official is unable to require improvements. 

Member Aiken asked Ms. Chatterley if fire code can require upgraded roads, Ms. Chatterley noted they can enforce standards, but it depends on the fire chief and other factors. 

Ms. Chatterley provided an example of a recent subdivision and how they, under current ordinances, could go forward without bringing up their roads to standards. 

Member Aiken asked what is the specific requirement for Kanab’s design standards with roads

Ms. Chatterley stated that it is paved asphalt 

Member Aiken spoke in favor to add the required road design standards to the ordinance.

Mr. Burggraaf spoke about developers possibly having disfavor about the required design standards, noting it may feel unfair for the developers to have to pave asphalt with roads surrounding being a cheaper chip and seal.

Member Aiken noted that the developers should be required to meet the higher standard, as it is tax payer dollars that will be used to maintain that road in the future. 

Member Glover and Mr. Burggraaf noted it has come up in the past where developers have complained about this design standard. 

Ms. Chatterley noted that there is a soon-to-be subdivision that meets up to a dirt road, where this ordinance would be needed to require proper roads built. She continued by saying that family-owned properties and developer properties cannot be treated differently. 

Member Gilbert asked Ms. Chatterley how many permits are in process, Ms. Chatterley spoke that there are not any permits to be approved, but that there are enough approved plats to allow about one thousand more single family homes within the city. 

Ms. Chatterley spoke that current ordinance says a developer must bring sidewalks up to a property but that requirement can be waived by city council, but as it stands, city council no longer reviews those cases. She also spoke about how developers are not currently required to bring water lines, sewer lines, and paved streets up to a subdivision if the lots are not within 300ft of a sewer system. With that being the case, it is a possibility that an individual might buy a lot but then be given the responsibility of bringing the sewer, water, fire hydrants, and street all the way up to said property, potentially costing the owner a substantial amount of money. 

Member Swain noted she is for changing that in the city ordinances. 

Ms. Chatterley noted that sidewalk requirements are in a grey area for subdivisions, and should be updated for clarity. 

Member Aiken asked if there is anything in the ordinance relating to vehicles blocking sidewalks

Ms. Chatterley and Mr. Burggraaf stated not in normal circumstances. Unless the sidewalk is painted as a no parking zone, or a vehicle is deliberately abandoned, vehicles are allowed to park next to a side walk. 

Member Aiken spoke that if a property is on septic, then it should be left as septic (not requiring sewer lines be brought to the property), but water, hydrants, and paved streets should be required to be installed and brought to the property by the developer. 

Discussion Item 5: Training for Public and Open Meetings
Member Swain Moved Item 5 to discussion, trainings for conflicts of interest, public appearance, ethics, etc. 

Mr. Burggraff spoke about conflict-of-interest videos and presented said videos. He continued by further explaining transparency, and the required conflict of interest disclosures. He described the difference between general and specific applicability when relating to conflict of interest. 

Commission Member Report:

Mr. Burggraff spoke on a land use institute conference available to members. He also asked what would aid commission members on attending meetings. 

Member Gilbert spoke about possibly having more alternate commission members allowed. 

Mr. Burggraaf noted that even with alternate commission members, there have been vacant seats for every planning commission meeting in the last year. 

Member Gilbert asked about the turnouts in the past regarding the tavern discussion.

Mr. Burggraaf noted it was about the same number of participants. 

Member Glover spoke about possibly making meetings denser and having less minimal meetings. 

Member Swain made a note of possibly having the mayor present requirements to future members to attend meetings. 

Council Member Liaison Report:

Adjournment:

Member Aiken made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Commission Member Glover seconded the motion.

Marlee Swain – YES
Kerry Glover – YES
Mark Gilbert – YES
Ben Aiken – YES
Terry Edwards – Absent
Andy Hill – Absent
Dennis Shakespear - Absent



