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PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
113 E CENTER

February 18, 2026
7 PM 
MINUTES


Call to Order & Take Roll
Commission Chair Melinda Lee called the Hyde Park City Planning Commission meeting to order at 7:00 PM on Wednesday, February 18, 2026. 

City Representatives Present:
Commission Chair Melinda Lee, Planning Commissioners Michael Mowes, Charlene Williams, Ned Hansen, Heather Taylor. City Planner Machael Layton, Mayor Bryan Cox, City Administrator Marcus Allton
Others Present: Jake Thompson, Tom Hill
Prayer/Thought & Pledge of Allegiance – Commissioner Hansen
Commissioner Hansen led the prayer, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.
Approval of Minutes from Planning Commission Meeting held January 21, 2026
Chair Lee began reviewing the January 21, 2026, meeting minutes, noting she had found several corrections needed.
The commission discussed various corrections, including grammatical issues and word choices. Lee suggested removing redundant words in Ned Hansen's statement about Hyde Park's "limited small" commercial acreage, settling on just "limited." Several other minor corrections were made regarding punctuation and phrasing. Heather Taylor caught an error where she was quoted as saying "I do love development" when it should have been "the development."
City Administrator Marcus Allton offered that the commission could postpone approval if more time was needed for review. However, after brief discussion, Mike Mowes made a motion to approve the minutes with the noted corrections. Heather Taylor seconded the motion, and it passed unanimously.

Planning Staff Report
City Planner Machael Layton indicated she had nothing new to report and suggested moving directly to action items given the lengthy agenda.
ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS
 Action Items
Public Hearing to Consider 2026-3RZ An Ordinance to Amend the Zoning Map for Parcel 04-037-0013 From Commercial to Mixed Use

Machael Layton presented the staff report for the rezoning request. The parcel in question was owned by the same entity as the nearby Sunrise Square development. The purpose of the rezone was to facilitate a mixed-use development featuring three-story condo buildings, two-story townhomes, and a minimum of 40% commercial space on the western side facing the highway.
The staff report noted that Hyde Park holds a 50-foot facilities easement along the western edge of the property, roughly 0.54 acres. Layton explained that the proposal aligned with the general plan's goals, particularly goals 9 and 10 which encourage new local businesses and mixed uses in the community core area.
The Development Review Committee (DRC) had expressed concerns about the rezone, primarily questioning whether Hyde Park needed additional mixed-use zoning and whether enough commercial space was being preserved for future needs. Marcus Allton clarified that while the DRC discussion wasn't formally voted on, there was unanimous concern for different reasons - including questions about moderate income housing compliance, system capacity for utilities, and general uncertainty about infrastructure impacts.
The public hearing was opened and closed with no public comment. Developer Jake Thompson then addressed the commission, explaining they were in talks with a grocery store that was analyzing market rooftops within their radius. He emphasized their focus on generating commercial development that the city desires, mentioning potential uses like a pharmacy or physical therapy facility that would complement the adjacent senior living development.
Thompson acknowledged the challenges of developing the smaller parcel and noted that commercial tenants consistently prefer visibility along the main street rather than interior locations. He confirmed awareness of the significant changes to the mixed-use ordinance since their other project.
During commission discussion, questions arose about water rights (not applicable at the rezoning stage), the specific grocery store identity (which Thompson couldn't disclose on record), and clarification about which parcels were involved. After deliberation focusing on the fact that the request met all current criteria, Heather Taylor made a motion to recommend approval to City Council. Ned Hansen seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. Mike Mowes noted for the record that while he couldn't find reasons to deny the request, he wanted to ensure they were making informed decisions.
Public Hearing to Consider Revisions to The Land Use Code: Title 12 And 13 Additions and Corrections

Marcus Allton presented proposed updates to Titles 12 and 13, emphasizing these were primarily clarifications rather than substantial content changes. Key updates included:
· Changing all references from "survey" to "boundary survey" to align with state code requirements
· Updating state code references from 10-9-8 to 10-20 throughout, following the state's reorganization
· Removing remaining references to conditional use permits for accessory dwelling units
· Adding an official city addressing policy as Exhibit A to resolve ongoing confusion with developers
· Adding language about subdivision naming to avoid duplication
· Clarifying when applications are considered complete
· Setting timelines for how long development approvals remain valid
The commission opened and closed the public hearing with no comments. Mike Mowes made a motion to recommend approval of the changes to City Council, which was seconded by Ned Hansen and passed unanimously.

Public Hearing to Consider Adoption of Road Naming and Addressing Standards

Machael Layton presented the proposed road naming and addressing standards, which would formalize the process based on county standards, USPS requirements, and historical data. The standards would define which roads get grid system names versus other naming conventions, establish approval authority with the planning department, and require developers to change names at the city's request if needed.
A significant change involved moving address assignment from the final plat stage to the building permit stage. Layton explained this would prevent issues where recorded plats later need expensive amendments when USPS rejects addresses. The new process would assign addresses based on actual driveway locations rather than arbitrary lot assignments.
Commissioner Mowes raised concerns about ensuring approval from emergency services and USPS, suggesting some form of sign-off process. After discussion, the commission agreed to add language about "process approval" rather than individual address approval to avoid delays while ensuring coordination with emergency services.
The public hearing was opened and closed without comment. 
Mike Mowes made a motion to recommend approval with the addition of "process" language regarding emergency services approval. The motion was seconded by Ned Hansen and passed unanimously.



Public Hearing to Consider Repeal and Replacement of Title 13.40 Concerning the Minor Subdivision Process

Marcus Allton explained the proposed changes would shift minor subdivisions from being based solely on lot count to focusing on infrastructure readiness. The new criteria would apply to lots that are already developed or have been vacant but have all necessary infrastructure in place, essentially making them "plug and play" for new construction.
The update would maintain restrictions on lot numbers but emphasize that minor subdivisions should require minimal additional construction or improvements. This would provide a faster approval process for straightforward lot splits in areas already equipped with utilities and access.
Allton noted they had identified some formatting issues and items to verify with the city attorney, but the content was solid. The commission held the public hearing with no comments. Ned Hansen made a motion to recommend approval subject to the pink-highlighted formatting edits, Charlene Williams seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. Commissioners confirmed they were comfortable with formatting changes proceeding without returning to them unless substantial content changed.

Public Hearing to Consider the Adoption of a Zoning Clearance Process as An Update to Title 12.10.60

Machael Layton presented the zoning clearance process as a solution to delays in building permit approvals. Currently, the state's strict timeline for building permits often starts before land use and public works reviews are complete, leading to either rushed approvals or permits being issued without proper review.
The proposed zoning clearance letter would allow applicants to obtain land use and public works approval before applying for building permits. This would be particularly useful for home occupations, short-term rentals, and single-family homes that don't need full commercial site plan review.
Allton showed a real example of an inadequate site plan recently submitted - essentially just a rough sketch that lacked critical information like setbacks, utilities, and drainage. This illustrated why front-loading the review process would benefit everyone. The building department strongly supported the change.
Concerns were raised about whether this might circumvent state timelines, but staff emphasized it would help meet them more effectively while ensuring proper review. A comprehensive checklist would be provided to applicants to clarify requirements upfront.
The public hearing yielded no comments. Ned Hansen made a motion to recommend approval of the zoning clearance process update, subject to minor edits including correcting "sets" to "set." Mike Mowes seconded, and the motion passed unanimously. Commissioners said that this should help address resident complaints about permit delays and ensure proper review.



Discussion Items

Amending The Consideration Criteria for Rezones

Marcus Allton initiated discussion about strengthening the city's rezone criteria, noting the current four criteria often result in neutral recommendations because they're too vague. Machael Layton presented potential additional criteria including:
· General plan consistency
· Neighborhood compatibility
· Infrastructure and utility capability
· Community benefit and demand
· Whether the existing zone was adopted in error
· Changes in area character
· Annexation considerations
· Spot zoning concerns
The commission engaged in thoughtful discussion about how better criteria would help move decisions from "thoughts and feelings" to objective evaluation. Examples were given of how the current criteria led to ambiguous recommendations, as seen in that evening's rezone hearing.
Allton shared concerning statistics showing nearly 900 acres of Hyde Park's 3,000+ total acres are zoned R-2, which a developer had indicated was becoming economically unfeasible with lot costs approaching $200,000 before home construction. This raised questions about whether the city's zoning matched market realities and future housing needs.
Discussion touched on spot zoning concerns, with examples of both negative impacts (commercial in residential areas) and potential benefits (neighborhood gas station or market). The commission agreed this warranted individual study before workshop discussion, with members asked to review current criteria and select their top priorities for improvement.
Charlene Williams then raised a significant concern about retaining walls and structure definitions within setbacks. She had driven through recent developments and found that two-thirds of new homes technically violated current setback rules with their retaining walls. She proposed revising the definition of "structure" for setback purposes to exclude elements necessary for making property usable, particularly on sloped lots.
Extensive discussion followed about retaining wall issues on Hyde Park's hillside developments. Multiple commissioners shared examples of neighbor disputes over lot grading, failing fences, and drainage problems. The fundamental issue identified was that developers currently pass retaining wall responsibility to individual lot owners, leading to piecemeal solutions and conflicts.
Staff explained that structures requiring building permits (like retaining walls over 4 feet) cannot be in setbacks, but many walls are built just under this threshold. The new zoning clearance process could help by requiring these elements on initial site plans.


The commission expressed strong interest in requiring developers to provide properly graded, buildable lots rather than leaving individual owners to manage slopes. Examples from St. George were cited where developers must install retaining walls before selling lots on steep terrain. Concerns were raised about affordability impacts, but commissioners noted the current approach often costs homeowners more through inefficient individual solutions and legal disputes.
Marcus Allton noted these items for future discussion: structure definitions, sensitive lands ordinances, and developer responsibilities for lot preparation. He also reminded commissioners about the upcoming joint work session with City Council on February 26 at 6:00 PM to discuss the general plan's land use chapter.

Future Items

No specific future items were discussed beyond those noted during the meeting.

Adjourn

With no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:48 PM.


 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:48 pm.
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