
Planning Commission Agenda 
2267 North 1500 West Clinton City, UT  84015 

April 2, 2026 
6:00 pm 

 

 

Administrative Items 

1. Invocation or Thought 

2. Pledge 

3. Roll Call 

4. Declaration of Conflicts 

 

Regular Business 

1. Backyard Butcher Conditional Use Permit 

2. Land Use Training – Legislative Update 

 

Other Business  

1. Approval of March 5, 2026 Meeting Minutes 

2. Director’s Report 

3. Commission Report 

 

Adjourn 

 

 

The order of agenda items may be changed, or times accelerated. 

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN ALL CITY MEETINGS 

If you attend this meeting and, due to a disability, will need assistance in understanding or participating, 

please notify the Community Development Department at (801) 614-0740 prior to the meeting and we 

will seek to provide assistance.   



 

 

CLINTON CITY 

PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM 

SUBJECT:  Public Hearing – Review and action on a request by Backyard Butchers 

for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for an off-site sale of USDA frozen and 

prepackaged steaks at the Tractor Supply property located at 2026 West 935 North 

(Parcel#: 146160002) 

AGENDA ITEM: 

1 

PETITIONER: 

Ivan Quinones, Permit Manager representing Backyard Butchers 

SUBMITTED BY: 

Keaton Jones, City Planner in the Community Development Department 

MEETING DATE: 

 

April 2, 2026 

RECOMMENDATION: 

To approve the Conditional Use Permit renewal request for a temporary off-site 

sale of USDA frozen and prepackaged steaks located at the Tractor Supply 

property at 2026 West 935 North. Staff recommends approval for a term of three 

(3) years, after which the CUP is eligible for review and possible renewal. 

ROLL CALL VOTE: 

           YES 

BACKGROUND: 

(1) The proposal consists of a freezer truck containing frozen and prepackaged steaks that would be parked in 

the southeast corner of the Tractor Supply property parking lot. The area where the truck would be parked 

is an area that Tractor Supply designated on their site plan as a permanent trailer equipment display area. 

This space is not currently being used as display area so the setup for the sale should not have an impact 

on this area. Adjacent to the freezer truck would be a couple of canopy tents used to facilitate transactions. 

A few A-frame signs would also be tethered together to form a perimeter around the customer 

line/waiting area beside the truck. The freezer truck would have banner spanning the length of the truck 

advertising the business and product. A Clinton City reciprocal business license has been obtained by the 

applicant. The applicant did obtain permission from the property owner to hold the sale.  

The applicant intends to host the sale this year during the month of April for a period of 10-12 consecutive 

days. They also intend to host the same sale in future years during the springtime for the same number of 

days.  

(2) Staff recommends a three (3) year approval, but the timeframe is up to the discretion of the Commission.  

(3) CUP REVIEW FINDINGS: The proposed use is (a) not detrimental to persons or property, (b) consistent with 

the objectives of the General Plan (c) compatible with the character of the site, adjacent properties and 

surrounding neighborhoods. (The Design Compatibility finding is not applicable for temporary uses.)  The 

site can accommodate the freezer truck, canopy tents, and the customer line/waiting area while 

maintaining sufficient parking for both employees and customers and will not generate excessive traffic 

not already present in this commercial area. 

(4) Required Public Notice was made. No public comment has been received to date.   

(5) Conditions of Approval are recommended and attached for review. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

1) Conditions of Approval 

2) Submittal Documents – application, area map, site plan, setup & signs example 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Conditions of Approval 

 
1. This approval is for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for a temporary off-site sale located at 

2026 West 935 North (Parcel No. 146160002). The CUP will expire three (3) years from the 

date of approval. Prior to expiration, an application for renewal of the CUP permit may be 

submitted, reviewed, and forwarded to the Planning Commission for possible renewal. If any 

legitimate complaints are received, the conditional use permit may be required to be re-

reviewed by the Planning Commission.  

 

2. The temporary off-site sale may operate for a period of 10-12 consecutive days during one of 

the springtime months. Hours of operation shall not exceed the hours of operation of the host 

business which are 8:00am – 9:00pm Monday through Saturday and 8:00am – 7:00pm on 

Sunday.  

 

3. The applicant shall obtain and provide the City the written authorization from the property 

owner prior to commencing business each season. The CUP is only valid with the property 

owner’s permission and may expire sooner if the property is sold and the new owner does not 

authorize such use.  

 

4. The banner sign and smaller signs are approved. Temporary signage shall only be located on 

the private property with which the business is operating and not within the public rights-of-

way or within the clearview visual triangle at intersections.  

 

5. Prior to operating, the applicant shall obtain a temporary business license from the City, and 

shall also obtain any applicable County and State approvals/licenses.  





Property Location Area Map

Tractor Supply
Property
2026 W 935 N



Off-Site Sale
Location

Freezer Truck

Tent CanopiesCanopy Tents

kjones
Text Box
Backyard Butchers Conditional Use Permit Site Plan

kjones
Line

kjones
Line



Backyard Butchers Setup and Sign Examples
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CLINTON CITY PLANNING COMMISSION  

STAFF REPORT 

 

MEETING DATE: April 2, 2026 

AGENDA ITEM: 2 

PETITIONER(S): N/A 

SUBMITTED BY: Peter Matson, Community Development Director 

TYPE OF VOTE: Roll Call Vote – No 

SUBJECT: Training – 2026 Legislative Session Update – Land Use 

 

Staff attended a recent training session that covered the major land provisions for cities. Most of 

the changes come from Senate Bill 284 (SB284) with a few from House Bill 436 (HB436). From a 

land use perspective, this legislative session is described as one of many, but no major changes. 

ATTACHMENT A is a summary table of the land use topics, SB 284 changes, applicable Clinton 

code sections and discussion points for the meeting. 

 

 



SB 284 (2026) – Key Changes for Clinton City 

Topic What SB 284 Changes 

Primary Clinton 

Code Sections to 

Update 

Meeting Discussion Focus 

Appeal Authority 

City Council may no longer serve as the 

land use appeal authority. Appeals must be 

heard by an independent appeal body. 

Titles 2, 26, and 28 

Discuss preferred structure: Board of 

Adjustment, hearing officer, or other 

independent appeal authority. 

Planning 

Commission 

Standards 

Requires ordinance language on member 

removal, bias, recusal, 

appointment/vacancy procedures, and 

training expectations. 

Title 2, Chapter 2-8 

Discuss expectations for quasi-

judicial conduct, conflict issues, and 

training approach. 

New or Unlisted 

Business Uses 

Requires a formal process for use 

classification and council action. Planning 

Commission review may not be required. 

Title 28 (new section 

needed) 

Discuss whether the city wants clear 

criteria for determining similar uses 

and how council review should 

function. 

Model Homes / 

Open Houses 

Model homes and open houses must be 

treated the same as residential uses and 

not regulated as a separate commercial-

type activity. 

Title 28-3-26 

Discuss whether current local 

concerns can still be addressed 

through general residential nuisance 

and parking rules. 

Subdivision 

Review 

Procedures 

Adds review deadlines, limits review cycles 

to four, and waives comments not raised 

during earlier reviews (with limited 

exceptions). 

Title 26 

Discuss staff workflow impacts, 

engineering review timing, and how 

to avoid losing comments through 

missed review cycles. 

Improvement 

Assurances / 

Escrow 

Cash assurances must earn interest, total 

assurance amounts are capped, and 

multiple forms of assurance must be 

accepted. 

Title 26-4 

Discuss administrative and finance 

impacts, especially escrow handling 

and assurance policy revisions. 

Permits and 

Certificates of 

Occupancy 

Restricts when the city may withhold 

building permits or certificates of 

occupancy if required improvements are 

bonded. 

Title 26-4-6 and 

related zoning 

procedures 

Discuss how this changes current 

inspection, occupancy, and project 

completion practices. 

Sidewalk / 

Infrastructure 

Bonding 

Requires acceptance of bonding or 

separate assurance for certain incomplete 

sidewalks and improvements. 

Title 26 public 

improvement 

provisions 

Discuss public works implications and 

how to track partial completion 

without delaying development 

unnecessarily. 

Accessory 

Dwelling Units 

(ADUs) 

Requires detached ADUs in certain zones 

and reduces allowable parking 

requirements for ADUs. 

Title 28 ADU 

regulations 

Discuss neighborhood compatibility, 

parking, and whether Clinton's 

current standards are more restrictive 

than the new statute allows. 

Water Planning / 

Exactions 

Requires a formal written water plan by 

2028 and standardizes water exaction 

methodology. 

Future update to 

utility / land 

development 

regulations 

Discuss long-range coordination with 

culinary water providers and whether 

this should be handled in a later 

phase. 
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2267 N 1500 W 

Clinton UT 84015 

 

Planning Commission Members 

Gregory Allen 

Dan Evans 

Mark Gregersen 

Dave Jones 

Chad Hansen 

Jennive Miller 

Trent Williams 

 

 

Date of Meeting March 5, 2026       Call to Order 6:07 pm. 

Staff Present 
Community Development Director Peter Matson, Planner Keaton Jones, and 

Becky Smith recorded the minutes.  

Attendees None 

Prayer or Thought Commissioner Gregersen 

Pledge Commissioner Williams 

Roll 

Call/Attendance 

Commissioners present were Commissioner Evans, Commissioner Allen, 

Commissioner Gregersen, Commissioner Jones, Commissioner Hansen, 

Commissioner Miller, and Commissioner Williams. 

Declaration of 

Conflicts 
None 

SUMITTED BY: Keaton Jones, City Planner, Peter Matson, Community Development Director 

DISCUSSION 

The Planning Commission Rules of Procedure (ROP) establish how the Commission is 

organized, how meetings are conducted, and how decisions are made. These rules 

function as the Commission’s operating manual and are intended to ensure 

consistency, fairness, and compliance with state and local requirements. 

Two versions of the Rules of Procedure are provided for review: 

 

 • ATTACHMENT A – Redlined Copy: 

 

This version includes changes the staff originally proposed plus to the existing Rules 

of Procedure and the changes discussed by the Commission last month. Additions, 

deletions, and edits are marked so Commissioners can clearly see what changes are 

being considered. 

 

• ATTACHMENT B – Clean Copy: 

 

This is a clean version with all the proposed changes without the 

strikeout/underlined text. This latest version also includes changes to the 



outline/structure of the document for improved clarity. The Rules of Procedure are 

organized in the following chapters: 

 

• Chapter 1 – Organization of the Commission: 

Establish officer roles (Chair and Vice Chair), terms, and staff support. 

 

• Chapter 2 – Rights and Duties of Members: 

Addresses attendance, conflicts of interest, voting responsibilities, and member       

conduct. 

 

• Chapter 3 – Meetings: 

Covers meeting types, notice requirements, quorum, work sessions, and meeting 

length. 

 

• Chapter 4 – Procedures: 

Outlines agendas, public hearings, motions, debate, voting, and parliamentary 

procedures. 

 

• Chapter 5 – Amendments: 

Describes how the Rules of Procedure may be amended. 

 

• Chapter 6 – Recording of Rules: 

Addresses recordkeeping and distribution of adopted rules 

 

Mr. Matson and Commissioners discussed several different ways to change some of 

the wording within the chapters listed above in the rules of procedures.  

Conclusion 
The Commission advised they would like to see the final draft once all 

changes have been made. 

Discussion 

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) are smaller, secondary dwelling units allowed on 

lots with a primary single-family home. ADUs can take several forms, including: 

 

• Internal ADUs – located entirely within the existing home 

 

• Attached ADUs – created as an addition to the home 

 

• Detached ADUs – located in a separate structure, typically in the rear or side yard 

 

In 2022, the City Council adopted regulations for internal ADUs in response to State 

law requirements. In March 2025, the City Council approved amendments to the 

ADU Standards (Chapter 28-3-27) to expand and clarify regulations for attached and 

detached ADUs. These amendments were intended to clearly distinguish between 

the different ADU types and to establish development standards for detached ADUs 

located in separate structures. 

 



Since the February 5th Commission review of these issues, staff have worked on a list 

of ordinance issues that would be helpful to clarify or change. Staff are still refining 

the discussion points and graphics for this discussion. Please look for a separate 

email with additional information for this agenda item. The existing ADU code 

development standards and the list of discussion items are attached with the intent 

to assist staff prior to your subsequent review of draft code updates. 

 

Mr. Matson advised staff has found that the combination of ADU/garages code 

needs to be refined and clarified. Staff are proposing size limits on the garage part 

that does include the ADU. The consideration of having the ADU match the setbacks 

of the garage was also considered, but they are still currently discussing that. 

 

Mr. Matson advised there are two residential zones in the city were there are height 

considerations of the ADU’s, and garages with the ADU need to be adjusted. As the 

ADU cannot be taller than the primary dwelling. Another issue that has been found 

deals with parking when the garage and ADU are combined. One parking stall is 

required for the ADU, which is usually located on the side of the driveway. But when 

they have a detached garage and want access back to the ADU the parking 

standards are different in different zones. The staff wants to clarify the standards to 

something that is meaningful for both. 

 

Commissioner Gregerson asked if we are talking about the law of unforeseen 

consequences when talking about detached garages and detached ADU’s. Is it in the 

context of wanting to construct a new garage that is detached in conjunction with a 

new ADU that is connected to it? 

 

Mr. Matson advised those are the issues that staff is currently dealing with; however, 

it was contemplated in a City Council discussion when this was adopted that a 

situation could happen that there is an existing detached garage that the 

homeowner wants to modify into an ADU. A garage only has to be 5 feet from the 

rear property line, whereas the ADU setback is 10 feet. The language in the code as it 

stands allows that to happen. We need a standard non-conformation, and can that 

be corrected and make it work? 

 

Commissioner Evans asked if there has been a structure, like a barn, located on a 

property, can it be converted into an ADU? Adding that the window would be 

located higher than the house closest to it and it would be taller than the primary 

dwelling. Would that have to fall within the setbacks as well? 

 

Mr. Matson advised yes and they would have to go with the most restrictive 

requirements. He hopes that a section of code is defined for this specific instance 

setting its own standards. He added we could always add another section to the 

current table or make a completely different table so when this situation comes up 



staff will go to that set of standards. This is not happening a lot, but it has happened 

enough that he believes the standards should be defined. 

 

Commissioner Williams advised adding another table would create two different 

standards for the ADU’s, and since this is somewhat a unique situation this would 

give them an allowance to do something we normally would not allow. 

 

Commissioner Hansen asked if windows could be restricted? If they are within the 

required setback, can they not be allowed to have any fenestrations on that side? 

 

Commissioner Evans advised these are all the items that need to be looked at. 

 

Commissioner Gregersen added this seems to come back to the question of why we 

are talking about what the reason behind it is. Often when looking at the reason why 

answers the questions about what should be allowed and what should not. I am not 

talking about a specific question, but we are saying the reasons garages are allowed 

closer to the property line is for safety and privacy. Then for the same reasons an 

ADU is considered something that should be further from the property line. Then the 

concern is someone may come in and achieve something that was prohibited such as 

building a garage that is now becoming a residence. Then if the why is violated then 

our ordinance should be tailored somehow to preserve the rational, protecting the 

public by increasing the distance when it not just for cars but for people to live in is 

how I am understanding it. 

 

Commissioner Hansen asked if the height on a detached garage being converted to an 

ADU is a potential issue too? Can you have a detached garage that is taller than the 

primary building? Then what can be done to close the loophole that allows someone 

to put a “garage” and then turn it into an ADU at a later time that is 35 feet high. 

 

Mr. Jones advised the residential development standards table specifies the 

maximum height requirement for accessory buildings. A typical accessory building 

can be up to 25 feet in height to the peak of the roof, or if it is an accessory building 

large lot it can be 30 feet in height if it is placed 40 feet or more behind the home. A 

footnote on the table also clarifies that an accessory building on a residential lot 

should not be taller than the primary structure unless it is located a minimum of 10 

feet behind the primary structure. The agricultural zones have similar height 

restrictions. The only difference is that the accessory building large lot can be up to 

35 feet in height if it is placed 40 feet or more behind the home. 

 

Mr. Jones also added the height of an accessory garage being converted to an ADU is 

not really addressed in our ADU code. The conditions for conversion talk about how 

the structure must meet all applicable building, fire, safety, and other municipal 

codes. It also specifies that no new windows or other openings shall be allowed on 

any side of the building that are closet to the property lines than the setbacks listed in 

our ADU code. Only structures that legally existed prior to March 23, 2025, are 

eligible to be converted to an ADU. 



 

Commissioner Gregersen added he believes that the reason an ADU should have 

further setback requirements is for fire safety and privacy. 

 

Mr. Matson asked Mr. Jones what other instances he has seen where an ADU has a 

single car garage, and they are wanting to make it have a 2 or 3 car garage then it 

becomes like a shop or garage. He advised it should be limited when it is attached to 

an ADU.  

 

Mr. Jones advised smaller residential properties have a 25% impervious surface ratio 

and once you get half acre and acre lots that garage that is attached to the ADU can 

be as big as they wanted to go.  

 

Mr. Matson advised there is a provision that says an ADU coverage in the rear yard 

does not count towards the maximum coverage ratio. 

 

Mr. Jones advised the garage space does not count for the ADU, but a garage does 

count on the impervious surface. Although driveways do not count in the impervious 

surface. 

 

Commissioner Miller asked if dirt could be used as a driveway. 

 

Mr. Matson advised it has to be a drivable hard surface. It could be a combination of 

road base and gravel. Ratio percentage is something that should count towards it. 

 

Mr. Jones had Mr. Matson show an example of where a driveway does not count as 

an impervious surface. 

 

Commissioner Hansen asked if additional curb cuts were allowed. 

 

Mr. Jones advised the code does not specify whether curb cuts are permitted for 

ADU’s specifically, but generally, on a corner lot you are able to have one cut per 

frontage, or two cuts on one frontage as long as these meet the standards in our city 

code for multiple driveway approaches. Based on the zone a home is located in, there 

is a percentage of the overall frontage that can be a driveway approach. 

 

Mr. Matson asked the Commission what their thoughts are regarding parking for an 

ADU. Should it be limited to beside the existing driveway? 

 

Commissioner Hansen advised that he does not have an issue with ADU residents 

parking in the driveway. But, not in the street, especially during the winter months.  

 

Commissioner Miller asked if there are any standards? 

 



Commissioner Williams asked if there are regulations saying that they cannot? He 

also asked if there are any State codes regulating this? Or does it state that it needs to 

be talked about at the city level? 

 

Mr. Matson advised the state codes, as they are written right now, are regarding 

internal and attached ADU’s, and cities do have to allow that. The City Council has 

also talked about wanting to produce regulations for detached ADU’s. 

 

Commissioner Evans asked are we trying to control those? Are we trying to 

determine what the regulations need to be? 

 

Commissioner Miller asked if staff have talked to other cities and asked what they 

have been adopting in their codes. 

 

Commissioner Hansen asked if this is about affordability, why is there a garage? A 

garage adds to the cost of the dwelling. 

 

Mr. Matson said Nielson Homes are building dwellings that are without garages, but 

the finishes are the same as their marketable homes. They look really nice but a year 

ago the homes were still around $400,000. 

 

Commissioner Williams advised the problem is the city building codes, the cities 

have over regulated it. He gave an example he had come across in West Point where 

a developer was proposing car ports instead of garages and there was not a desire for 

them in the city. 

 

Mr. Matson advised the city has relaxed our code regarding the requirement of 

having a garage. Studies have shown that the garage increases the price of the 

dwelling. 

 

Commissioner Williams advised that he would rather see a car parked in a garage 

rather than a carport. 

 

Commissioner Evans said the question here is why did the state do this? Was it so 

there would be more density, more houses per lot, which is a different subject than 

affordable housing. If a garage pushes the price over the affordability threshold, then 

in the spirit of the law to make it affordable, the outcome is the exact opposite of the 

desired effect.  

 

Commissioner Gregersen asked if there are many towns around our city that do allow 

external ADU’s? 

 

Mr. Matson advised Layton has always allowed external ADU’s. 

 

Commissioner Gregersen advised he has heard Layton, and Farmington do allow 

ADU’s. Is it a rarity for a city to allow detached ADU’s? He also advised he thought 



Commissioner Miller’s idea of looking at other cities codes was very interesting. He 

added it is always very difficult to foresee unintended consequences, and advised this 

is one of those instances. With what is happening regarding garages, and it might be 

interesting to see what issues other cities have dealt with and thus incorporated those 

circumstances into a code they have come up with, even perhaps other states.  

 

Mr. Matson advised there is information out there, and staff have been trying to 

understand some of the bizarre situations and requests that the city has received. 

They have now come to a stage where they can start inquiring about other cities.  

 

Mr. Jones stated the benefit of having a code will allow citizens to do this in a legal 

way. 

 

Commissioner Gregersen agrees that it is important to plan. It seems like a good 

balance has been made, allowing ADU’s and the growth does need to be managed 

appropriately. He is just making a comment about the way to get there, that it is 

always good to rely on and reach out and see how other cities dealt with their unique 

requests. Maybe there are some things that are unique in the way people have applied 

there, but in large measure it could be that other cities have experienced some of 

these issues, maybe some of them for several years, on what they have allowed. It 

might be that our city has a different mentality than some other cities about such as 

we do not necessarily copy their ordinance, but perhaps there are some things we can 

learn in order to achieve what you say about things being regulated and be proactive 

to manage how they occur.  

 

Commissioner Williams would like to see a clear equity line across the board and say 

I am sorry you are unique but here is the standard and that would be more equitable 

for everyone going across the board. Even if you have this existing, and even if you 

met it there, this was the standard. After reading the code there were some cavoite for 

after the standard were adopted and older homes had some provisions in there. He 

thought that would be fair, particularly with an older one that is pre code. There is 

not much that could be done with that, his thought was equity in special exceptions 

or writing the new code.  

 

Commissioner Gregersen advised there can sometimes be a tenancy to create a 

monster out of the code by creating new pieces of it for each new request. He stated a 

saying that a U.S. Supreme Court Justice once said that hard cases make bad law, and 

they were talking about court cases as opposed to statutes and ordinances, but too the 

extent that things can’t be treated uniformly it allows more simplicity, readability of 

the code and typically more equity as there is a uniform application of the rules.  

 

Commissioner Evans stated we as the planning commission, we believe we should 

have one code for ADU’s or a separate for agricultural and a separate code for 

residential? Or do we combine those into our existing codes?  

 



Commissioner Hansen advised he believed all should apply. They do not want to 

separate the codes but believe that all codes should apply across the board. 

 

Commissioner Evans asked would that make them part of the overall code?  

 

Commissioner Williams advised he does not believe there is a need for a new code 

for certain exceptions. Let us have the code clear, concise, equal, and not do separate 

codes for different instances, have one code for all to follow.  

 

Commissioner Evans asked if it is the city’s job to help citizens understand what the 

code means? And how they would apply to an ADU. 

 

Commissioner Hansen advised that by adding provisions to the code, it will not 

change the code when special things are requested that may give someone a special 

advantage. 

 

Commissioner Evans gave an example if you had an old garage that was 5 feet off 

the property line and it’s 40 years old and if someone wanted to make it into an ADU 

they would be given special privileges because they have an old garage. 

 

Commissioner Williams responded by saying the code already speaks to that. 

 

Commissioner Evans asked if this discussion was going to be tabled for another time. 

 

Mr. Matson advised yes it should be tabled. 

 

Conclusion 

Commissioner Allen moved that the Planning Commission continue this item to the 

next meeting and direct staff to prepare a draft redlined version of the Accessory 

Dwelling Unit (ADU) Standards that incorporates the policy direction and 

modifications discussed by the Commission. Commissioner Williams seconded the 

motion to table the discussion and added to move the discussion until staff have 

had adequate time to receive feedback from other cities and how they are moving 

forward with ADU’s. Commission all advised aye.  

Discussion 

This training session builds on the discussion from the last meeting. We will review 

the State law and required General Plan elements. Through the course of 2025, the 

Clinton General Plan update process has taken us through the research and public 

outreach phases. Presently, we are working on the various elements (chapters) of the 

Plan document. A draft outline of the General Plan document is attached. The 

consultant (Psomas) has completed drafts of the housing, economic development, 

and land use elements of the Plan. Staff are reviewing the draft elements and 

providing feedback to the consultant.  

 

Draft future land use maps are available to review at 

clintongeneralplan.mysocialpinpoint.com. The project webpage includes a survey for 

feedback on the draft overall city future land use map and maps of the north, south, 



 

Reviewed and Approved by the 

Clinton City Planning 

Commission on this th day of  

2026 

 

and west small area plans. These are maps that were presented at the last public 

outreach event in October 2025 – General Plan Open House and Food Truck Rally. 

Some of the maps are in this packet, but the webpage has all the maps and the most 

recent surveys. 

 

Mayor Dougherty and the City Council have scheduled the first joint 

Council/Commission work meeting to review and refine the draft land use maps. 

This will be held on Tuesday, March 24th at 7:00pm in the Police (or Fire) training 

room – we will confirm the location via email. 

 

I have prepared a presentation for the Commission meeting that goes into more 

detail about the General Plan update process, some of the data and the draft future 

land use maps. 

Conclusion The Planning Commission completed this training session. 

DIRECTORS 

REPORT 

• VK Electric stalled  

• Championship Martial Arts  

COMMISSIONERS  

REPORT 
• Commissioner Williams will not be at next meeting 

ADJOURNMENT 

Commissioner Gregersen moved to adjourn. Commissioner Allen seconded 

the motion. Voting is as follows; Commissioner Allen, aye; Commissioner 

Miller, aye; Commissioner Jones, aye; Commissioner Evans, aye; 

Commissioner Hansen, aye; Commission Gregersen, aye; Commission 

Williams, aye. The meeting adjourned at 8:41pm. 


