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Call to Order & Take Roll
Commission Chair Lee called the meeting to order and took roll. All commissioners were present: Heather Taylor, Michael Mowes, Charlene Williams, and Ned Hansen.

City staff present
City Planner Machael Layton, Planning Assistant Colette Dursteler

Others present
Kelly Harmon

Opening Remarks
Charlene Williams offered a prayer and led the pledge of allegiance.

Approval of Minutes
The Chair asked if there were any corrections to the minutes from the February 18, 2026, meeting. Commissioners found no issues with the minutes as presented.
Motion: Ned Hansen moved to approve the minutes as presented. Charlene Williams seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Planning Staff Report
City Planner Machael Layton reported that the City Council had approved all items heard at the previous Planning Commission meeting, including the ordinance updates and the zoning clearance letter, which is now in effect. The Chair expressed anticipation for feedback on how the zoning clearance letter works in practice, expecting it might initially be challenging for applicants but ultimately beneficial for streamlining the process.

Action Items
No action items were presented for consideration.



Discussion Items
Modifying Rezone Criteria Using the General Plan Prompts
The Chair introduced the discussion by explaining the need to establish clear criteria for evaluating rezones. She emphasized that the commission should consider what any approved zone would allow on a property, not just the current owner's intended project, since the property could be sold and developed differently within the approved zoning parameters.
City Planner Layton provided background by referencing documents added to the commission's shared folder, including the land use portion of the general plan and suggested rezone criteria from other municipalities. She explained that the general plan's land use element is designed to promote sound land use decisions throughout Hyde Park, with location, mix, and density being critical components.
Layton outlined the current rezone approval standards from the city's land use code, which require consistency with the general plan and consideration of four specific factors: harmony with existing development character, consistency with overlay zone standards, potential adverse effects on adjacent properties, and adequacy of facilities and services including infrastructure.
The discussion revealed concerns about the current criteria's limitations. The second criterion regarding overlay zones was deemed largely irrelevant since the city doesn't currently have applicable overlay zones, though they may be needed in the future for items like short-term rentals or airport-related regulations. The third criterion about adverse effects on adjacent properties was seen as difficult to quantify objectively. The fourth criterion about infrastructure adequacy was considered somewhat redundant since annexed properties automatically receive city services, though specific situations like the distant Bringhurst Village rezone highlighted cases where infrastructure limitations should have been considered.
Commissioner Hansen suggested implementing a quantitative scoring system for rezone criteria, proposing that each criterion could receive points (such as -2 to +2) with a minimum total score required for approval. This approach would provide more objective decision-making rather than relying on subjective feelings.
Commissioner Mowes acknowledged the value of some criteria but expressed concern about their subjective nature, particularly "compatibility with neighborhood." He recounted experiencing public backlash directed at developers during contentious rezones, where opposition seemed based more on personal preferences than legitimate compatibility concerns. He emphasized that both sides of any argument should be required to present factual evidence rather than emotions.
The Chair reflected on the challenge of balancing public input with objective decision-making, noting that residents typically only attend meetings when opposing proposals. She emphasized the importance of considering future residents who might benefit from housing diversity but aren't present to voice support. The discussion touched on the evolution of Hyde Park from rural/county character to a city requiring revenue to provide services.
Several additional criteria were discussed, including infrastructure realities, legal defensibility, housing type diversification, traffic impacts, and transportation planning consistency. The commission showed particular interest in transportation and infrastructure considerations, with extensive discussion about the need to plan for adequate roads, water, sewer, and emergency services capacity before approving density increases.
Commissioner Williams emphasized transportation as her top priority, drawing from decades of experience with freeway construction delays and expressing desire to avoid reactive infrastructure development. She advocated for identifying main arterial routes and ensuring developments don't create traffic bottlenecks on residential streets. The discussion included concerns about emergency access, particularly for hillside developments, and the importance of coordinating with fire department capacity assessments.
The commissioners generally agreed that property rights should be fundamental to rezone considerations, acknowledging that property owners should be able to use their land within reasonable health and safety parameters. The discussion concluded with Layton indicating she had sufficient feedback to craft specific criteria incorporating the commission's suggestions, including potential scoring mechanisms and clearer standards for transportation, infrastructure, and general plan consistency.

Need For a Geologic Hazards Ordinance
City Planner Layton introduced this topic by explaining the increasing number of retaining wall permit requests and complications arising from building permits on sloped properties. She described situations where homeowners build their houses first, then seek retaining wall permits for yard improvements, often discovering conflicts with setback requirements and easements.
The discussion revealed confusion about current regulations governing retaining walls and structures within setbacks. The city's current approach designates any construction requiring a building permit as a "structure" subject to setback requirements, which creates problems for retaining walls over four feet tall that need engineering and permits.
Commissioner Mowes strongly criticized the current system as creating a "catch-22" where residents are required to keep water on their property but cannot build necessary retaining walls within setbacks to accomplish this. He argued that retaining walls should be treated differently from structures like houses, garages, or outbuildings, particularly when they're necessary for property stability and drainage.
The discussion included detailed exploration of specific scenarios, such as retaining walls needed to prevent water from flowing into garage doors or to create usable yard space on sloped lots. Commissioners noted that many existing homes already have retaining walls in setbacks, suggesting the current code may be inconsistently applied or overly restrictive.
Commissioner Taylor sought clarification about current permit requirements, learning that walls over four feet require engineering and building permits regardless of their purpose. The discussion revealed that the visible height of walls matters more than their total height including buried foundations, and that some walls are being denied permits even when properly engineered.
City Planner Layton referenced North Logan's recent adoption of a slopes ordinance designed to require developers to shore up lots during subdivision development rather than leaving individual homeowners to address stability issues later. This preventive approach would require retaining walls and grading to be completed as part of the subdivision process.
Developer Kelly Harmon provided extensive input about his experience with slope development and retaining walls. He described major projects requiring hundreds of thousands of dollars in retaining wall construction, noting that steep slope development is feasible but expensive. He emphasized that proper engineering and design are essential, and that retaining walls can benefit drainage and erosion control when properly constructed.
Harmon explained that lot grading decisions during development significantly impact individual homeowners' later needs for retaining walls. He suggested that developers should be required to grade lots more thoughtfully, potentially placing property lines to distribute slope burden more evenly between neighboring properties rather than leaving some homeowners with unusable steep backyard areas.
The commissioners discussed various approaches to resolving current issues while preventing future problems. Options included redefining "structure" to exclude certain types of retaining walls, establishing different standards for walls within setbacks, requiring developers to shore up lots during subdivision, and creating specific slope ordinances limiting development on certain grades.
Significant discussion focused on distinguishing between necessary retaining walls for property stability versus desired walls for yard enhancement. The commission grappled with balancing property rights, safety requirements, neighbor impacts, and practical development constraints on sloped terrain.
Commissioner Williams advocated for allowing engineered retaining walls within setbacks when they don't exceed four feet above grade and serve legitimate property utilization purposes. She emphasized preferring engineered solutions over informal rock or boulder walls that might be less stable.
The discussion concluded with recognition that this issue requires additional research into other municipalities' approaches, legal precedents, and technical standards. The commission acknowledged the need to develop comprehensive policies addressing both immediate permitting questions and long-term subdivision development standards for sloped properties.
Future Items
The next meeting is scheduled for March 18th. The Chair noted that the April 1st meeting would likely be cancelled due to multiple commissioner absences during spring break, with several commissioners also potentially unavailable for the first week of May.
Adjourn
The meeting was adjourned at 8:39 PM 

______________________________________________________________________
Colette Dursteler
Planning Assistant
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