Cedar City

Festival City USA
pes

CEDAR CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

Cedar City

10 North Main Street ¢ Cedar City, UT 84720
435-586-2950 ¢ FAX 435-586-4362

www.cedarcityut.gov

AGENDA

May 19, 2026

Mayor
Steven Nelson

Council Members
Robert Cox
R. Scott Phillips
Waldo D. Galan
Phil Schmidt
Carter Wilkey

City Manager
Paul Bittmenn

The Cedar City Planning Commission will hold a meeting on Tuesday, May 19, 2026, at 5:15 p.m., in the City
Council Chambers, 10 North Main, Cedar City, Utah. The agenda items are as follows:

ITEM/REQUESTED MOTION

e Pledge of Allegiance

LOCATION/PROJECT

1) Approval of Minutes (dated May 5, 2026)

(Approval)

2) PUBLIC HEARING
Developmental Agreement
Public Improvements
(Recommendation)

3) Easement — Created on City Property
(Recommendation)

4) Amended Plat — Cottonwood Hollow
(Staff Decision)

Appx 1150 N 3900 W
Magnolia Fields Phase 2

Appx 1963 W Cross Hollow Rd
Behind Walmart

Appx 1800 W 3000 N
Cottonwood Hollow Subdiv.

APPLICANT/PRESENTER

Watson Engineering

SC Broadband

Hunter Hulet
Velocity Builders

Cedar City Coporation does not discriminate based on race. color, national origin, sex. religion. age or disability in employment or the provision of
services. If you are planning to attend this public meeting and, due to a disability. need assistance in accessing. understanding, or participating in the
meeting, please notify the City no later than the day before the meeting and we will try to provide whatever assistance may be required.

Administration Building and Zoning Economic Development City Engineer

586-2953 865-4519

586-2770 586-2963

Leisure Services Public Works

865-9223 586-2912



CEDAR CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
MINUTES — May 5. 2026

The Cedar City Planning Commission held a meeting on Tuesday, May 5, 2026, at 5:15 p.m., in the City
Council Chambers, 10 North Main, Cedar City, Utah.

Members in attendance: John Webster, Jace Burgess, Jennifer Davis, Jim Lunt, Wayne Decker, Tom Jett,
Steven Hitz

Members absent: Steven Hitz

Staff in attendance: Kent Fugal — City Engineer, Randall McUne — City Attorney, Donald Boudreau —
City Planner, Eve Bolhuis — Executive Assistant

Others in attendance: Ann Clark, Dallas Buckner

ITEM/REQUESTED MOTION LOCATION/PROJECT APPLICANT/PRESENTER

e Pledge of Allegiance — the pledge was led by Donald Bourdreau.

I. REGULAR ITEMS

1. Approval of Minutes Dated April 21, 2026
(Approval)

Davis motions to approve the minutes from the April 21st meeting; Webster seconds; all in
favor for a unanimous vote. Lunt, Jett absent for vote.

2. PUBLIC HEARING
Engineering Standard Revision Section 5 (Standard Details) Kent Fugal
(Recommendation) Concrete Curb and Gutter, and Driveways

Kent: What we have before you tonight are some proposed amendments to our engineering standards. I
am going to explain both of these to you but I am going to ask you to not act on one of them. I’1l tell you
why as I go through it. What we are looking at on this are some changes to our standards for some of our
concrete details, for curb and gutter and some of our driveways. So first lets talk about curb and gutter.
This is actually the one I am going to ask you not to take action on. This is our existing standard drawing
with just a couple modifications, we added a couple of notes on this. What we are wanting to do is
specify, instead of this being our standard curb and gutter type with our 7 inch high curb, and everything
that we have going on here. We were going to recommend instead that instead this detail out of the Utah
APWA standard drawings be our standard curb and gutter. It gets us to a 6 inch high curb which makes it
a lot easier to make drive approaches and ADA access work, than with the taller 7 inch curb. We would
still have taller curb available in our standards where we need it. If we have a location where we need to
carry a lot of drainage water, for instance. We could still put a taller curb, but this was what we’re
proposing as our standard curb. What our intent here was, the standard curb would be Utah APWA
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Standard Plan 205 Type A Curb and Gutter 30 inch. We were saying other curb types, including the ones
in our current standard drawings, sheet C1 and C1A of our standard details, would be available for use, if
approved by the city engineer because they’re all curbs that there can be circumstances that’s our best
solution. We didn’t want to just get rid of everything else, we wanted to say that no, those require special
approval. A good example would be if we’re filling in a piece of curb and gutter between two existing
portions of curb and gutter that were built to one of our old standard details, of course, we want to fill that
in with the same curb and gutter rather than transition and transition right back. We would keep
everything that we have, but we were going to specify this. Now here is the reason I am going to ask you
not to take action on this curb detail. I had a contractor come in and talk to me about this, he’s familiar
with this detail from work in other cities, and he was telling me that the problem with this is that there
ends up being a lot more concrete in this curb and gutter. The way that this has been drawn, where the
front of this ends up being 9 2 in thick. You are down to 6 inches by the time you get to the flow line of
the gutter but out at the lip it’s 9 72 in thick. It ends up taking a lot of concrete. The contractor that I was
talking to had concerns about that. He was recommending that we go with more of this type of curb, this
type HB30-7, that’s another type that is in the APWA standard plans. That has the 7 in high curb to be
able to handle more water when needed. He was saying if we could develop more like a 6 in high curb
version of this drawing, he said it would save a considerable amount of money for the developers. Not
requiring so much extra concrete that really doesn’t serve that much of a purpose.
Jett —20%7? 50?
Kent — I don’t remember the exact number, but it was enough that it was going add quite a bit of cost.
When you look at a subdivision that might have a couple thousand feet of curb and gutter it was
substantial, what it would add. It would add quite a bit of cost. We’re proposing to come back to you with
a revised version of this. But we are not ready to present that here tonight.
Jett — When you say a revised version that 7 in you will bring it down to 6 in, that’s your idea of the
revised version.
Kent — Yes, So that’s the deal with the curb. We do still want to adopt the new curb section with the one
we are using now, if we modify adopt the new curb section from the one we’re using now with the 7 in
high curb. If we modify this to the 6 in height, it gets us the height of curb we want. We still get the full 6
in of thickness underneath the flow line, that the other plan provided that we were intending to go to. It
resolves the issue of requiring a lot more concrete.
Jett- May I ask a question? In the last 20 years we’ve come out with different additives of concrete such
as fiber meshes and then long fiber meshes. If we reduce the amount of concrete thickness, but we
reinforced it with a type of fiber mesh type material, would that potentially allow us a cost savings in
concrete but a more strengthened concrete.
Kent — That is a good question. The challenge with that, you’ve got two ways to reinforce it. One is
rebar, which gets rather expensive. The other option you can do is to use the fiber mesh. There are issues
with the fiber mesh. It’s much, much more difficult to work with and finish. It can be a challenge to get
that mixed uniformly, and so it’s successfully used in a lot of places. I am a little bit wary of it. I am not
sure that it would really be doing anyone any favors by adopting a standard that used the fiber.
Jett — It’s just turned into like Bitcoin and gold. I mean, concrete has gotten so expensive.
Kent — And that’s why we want to come up with a different option than what I showed you. Initially,
with this right here, with that really thick concrete on the front. Cause concrete has gotten quite
expensive. It makes sense that we try to come up with a section that works better for us. This one that’s
here is actually based on what UDOT has. It’s a lot of concrete. So we’ll come back to you again with
updates. We’re going to come back through again with updates to our corner pedestrian ramps for ADA,
Planning Commission Minutes

May 5, 2026
Page 2 of 18



and we can bring this curb section back to you again with that when we come back through. So that’s
where I’d like to go with that.
The other item that we had on this with the standard details is our standard detail is our standard detail C3
for driveways. The challenge we run into with this one, our standard detail, this detail for how you build
a drive approach with the sidewalk coming through is completely out of compliance with ADA. And has
been for many many years. For some reason, it’s still in out standards. So we have standards that really
require construction that is non ADA compliant. Obviously, that needs to be fixed. We’re proposing
instead is our Standard detail C3 would just include the notes of what to use for drive approaches, and
we’ve pointed out 3 of the plans in the Utah APWA standard plans; plans 215, 221, and 222, that would
be acceptable for use, at any location on driveways. Then there are some additional ones that are part of
the standard plans that could be approved for a specific purpose. This is what we’re proposing. This
would be one of the standard plans that would be acceptable, that is ADA compliant. The difference
between this and our standard plan is the entire width of the sidewalk gets ramped down. Then you go
through the drive approach, and then it ramps back up at the other side. We keep the cross slope on the
sidewalk here through the drive approach, ADA compliant. We keep that to 2% or less. So that we don’t
have an ADA violation there at those drive approaches. Just anecdotally, As I go out and walk around my
neighborhood to stretch my legs and get a few steps in. I won’t walk on the sidewalk because those drive
approaches are too hard for me to walk through. Getting on that slope, me being a little unstable on my
feet, with my cane, I have a hard time walking on it. So I will walk on the asphalt, the entire time that I
am out taking my walk around the neighborhood. Rather than try to get on the sidewalk, off the sidewalk,
on the sidewalk, off the sidewalk, because it’s too hard to walk through the drive approaches that are non
ADA.
Jett — Some of them are scary
Kent — Yeah. Well, all the details in here meet ADA, but this is one we think is a good option. They do
show on here a curb that could be put in if necessary. There’s an option, if you build this type that you
either just bring your grading down to match the concrete as it comes around here, or if you want the
grading on the lot to match the sidewalk here and the driveway back here. You can put a curb in there to
retain that slope. So this is an optional thing that can be built if necessary. So this is an option that gets
you that ADA compliance without requiring any additional right of way. It all happens within the right
of way. The right of way line would still be just behind the sidewalk here. This whole sidewalk stays
within the right of way. That’s one option, if we go to standard plan 221, this is showing us what the
drive approach would look like if we have a planter strip, right? We do have some planter strips in some
parts of town, in some of the older neighborhoods. That’s something that we are considering for new
developments in the future is planter strips at least as an option. This is how you achieve that, you put in
your driveway apron in the planter strip, the sidewalk can just stay at the same elevation, same cross
slope, going straight through. Doesn’t cause any problems, so that’s a good solution to get ADA
compliance. Then the third one that is a good solution is you build the drive apron there in the approach,
the same as what we do now, but the difference is that there’s no longer the sidewalk coming through
here, the sidewalk you route around behind the drive apron.
Jett — On to the people’s driveway?
Kent: You route it back out in this case it would be outside of the right of way, yes, so then you have a
couple things that can be done. If someone were to choose to use this option, then there would need to be
an easement granted for that public sidewalk. To encroach onto their lot. This is something that we could
very easily make a standard part of our subdivision plats. We have a front public utility easement. We
could have that easement also include, public sidewalk easement. So that anywhere that the sidewalk
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needed to encroach into that, it could, and the easement would be there for that. But if someone wanted to
implement this solution, if they felt like this worked better for their home build. Then ramping the entire
width of the sidewalk down and back up, then they could do it. We just need to have an easement for it.
Jett: My only struggle with this one is driveways are 25 foot long and everyone is driving 35 foot trucks.
Kent: That is a concern, you’re absolutely right on that. But this would be an acceptable type based on
that comment, Tom, are you of the opinion that this should be more of an optional one where we have the
space?
Jett: I don’t think we should offer it.
Kent: If there’s plenty of room between the right-of-way line and the front of the garage for parking
without getting too close to it. This could certainly be moved to the list of ones that require specific
approval for their project. If you’re more comfortable with that.
Don: An increased front setback.
Kent: Or the other option is we increase front setbacks.
Jett: That’s not a good option
Kent: That has its challenges. If you would like to make that part of your recommendation to city council,
that this goes on the approval list and not the already approved list that certainly would be a reasonable
recommendation to make to city council. The other drive approach types that are in the Utah APWA
standard drawings. This one here is really looking at a retro fit situation where you have a planter strip, it
can certainly be used, it is ADA compliant. It’s very similar to the second drawing I showed you. We just
put this on the list where it can be approved, where it makes sense, where it’s needed. The other one
that’s on that list is this one right here. This one is similar to what we have with our low-profile curb,
except it’s not low-profile. It’s a similar shape, but it’s not low profile. These are a little bit difficult to
drive through. There’s a pretty good bump there. They are mountable, a vehicle can make it through. This
is if anyone was here for the city council discussions, we had about a drive approach over in the Fiddler’s
Canyon area. The neighbors were looking for some relief. This would be similar to that. That one was
serving a private road, so you have a lot of traffic having to go through it. For a single drive approach
coming into your driveway, this certainly workable. There may be locations where this is the best option.
We wanted to still include that as something that we could approve on a case-by-case basis. This also
meets ADA because the sidewalk is just a normal sidewalk running through. The sidewalk doesn’t vary
other than that it needs to be thickened through the drive approach. Other than that, it looks just like all
the rest of the sidewalk on the street. Then there’s this other option that could be approved where it
makes sense, that is to actually put a curb return where you have a planter strip. You have this as an
option that could potentially be utilized if there is a reason for it. Where instead of just a flare, you
actually put in a curb return on both sides coming into the drive approach. It certainly meets ADA, if
there’s a project that’s the best solution we could give them the go ahead to use this option. There’s still
some other ones too, we have some of this in our current standard drawings where you’re actually
bridging over the flow line of the gutter this is not something we would typically do, but there are two
occasions where this can be extremely helpful. One is if we have a really deep gutter that’s carrying
irrigation water, which we have a number of those in the older part of town. The bridge is a good solution
for that. The other application where this can make some sense is if we’ve got a lot someone is trying to
build on and the steepness of that lot is such that it is really hard to position the house, to get it at an
elevation that works and get the driveway workable to be able to get up to the garage. If we did a bridge
like this, that helps. Get you started a little higher before you start heading up that driveway. This is
something we do want to have as that can be considered on a case by case basis. If there’s a reason why it
should be considered it can. So this would be part of our standards, and then this is just a different
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version of the same thing. Those are ones that would require approval for their use. We would just have
the other first three I showed you that would be the automatic already approved that they can just use at
their option. Except that we’re talking about this one here that this one here would be one that would
require approval. That approval can consider how far back is the garage, do we have adequate depth that
this is workable without people having to park on the sidewalk. So that’s my presentation on that, are
there any questions I can answer for you?
Davis: If we’re doing a motion eventually, how do we identify the different ones? You know because
there is the one that we all are agreeing that we should say that it requires approval.
Kent: I’'m asking you to not take action on the first one, on the revisions to what would basically be our
existing standard detail on C1 and C1A, we’ll just leave that alone for now. But then on C3, if you
wanted to do that plan let me scroll back to just make sure I am remembering that correctly
Jett: So while we’re doing this, Dallas, if I may impose, you are a developer designer, you do a lot of
subdivisions and so for, so you guys do this all day long
Dallas: I was going to say if you put this in front of my items, then I’'m obligated to comment on it. So,
the curb changed specifically on the six inch to seven inch, I think the reason the city is proposing it is to
help with ADA compliance and the height. The con to it is the stormwater capacity in the road. So, if you
go from the seven inch to the six inch, what you have, with the current seven inches on a road cross
section on a standard 45 foot right of way. You can get the storm water to overtop the crown, which
increases the cross-sectional area of what you can carry on the road. So the hesitation that I would have
in changing it from seven to six, specifically, if we’re going to adopt additional driveways that can be
compliant in other configurations is just that if you change it to six, and you remove the capacity in the
road. Then you’re going to introduce more storm drain that’s required because your road capacity is
reduced. That’s going to translate to increased cost of storm drain. Then, depending on where most of the
development nowadays is heading into the valley, where it’s flat with not a lot of slope. As soon as you
introduce storm drains at very flat slopes. Those pipes don’t have a lot of capacity, and so when you
don’t have a lot of capacity, you then have to go to a bigger pipe, and then as soon as you get the deeper
you go the harder it is to get that to discharge. It just kind of cascades into it if you reduce the road
capacity. Then you’re going to introduce storm drain, and then to carry that increased capacity, you’re
going to have to go to bigger storm drain pipes, which is just going to push you deeper. Which then
pushes your basins down further, and then in a lot of the valley scenarios that we’re seeing today there is
no storm drain outfall lines to discharge, and so you are just making deeper and deeper basins, and that’s
the concern with changing the detail is if there’s a way to make the driveways compliant and prserve the
capacity in the roads then I would be more in favor of adopting the driveway and keeping the curb to
preserve just because of storm drains expense. Then in the flat areas to really carry any water, you have
to go bigger than the city’s minimum and then on the driveway side I think that so the mechanics of what
the city’s changed as far as sidewalks, so now the sidewalks can be deferred for the, I haven’t done a
project with the new ones, but it can be deferred for 12 months? Eighteen months?
Kent: Up to two years
Dallas: Up to two years and so, I think that with these changes and the options, I think you almost have to
unilaterally say PUEs, because when we do a subdivision we’re going to lay out lots. Then we’re going
to put the curbs in, and then we’re going to show a sidewalk. As far as which one of these driveway
approaches is going to be adopted. I have no idea, no one has any idea, especially if you are a developer
and then you are selling lots to somebody. I think the PUE slash public sidewalk easement has to be
mandatory because otherwise it’s enforced on the building permit and the you are granting easements on
a per. I think that’s a great addition to give the flexibility with the different driveways. I don’t know if the
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APWA, I’ve only really worked with APWA recently in Parowan, but I am not very familiar with the
standards overall, like I am with the Cedar City details. I believe that most of the APWA is all based on
six inch curbs.
Kent: Yeah, for the most part, yes, the APWA does have some taller curb types. Like the one I showed
that was seven inches, but for the most part, they are six inch curves.
Dallas: I guess the thing that I am wondering from the mechanics standpoint, at least on the subdivision
and construction drawings, is we go through and model a road. We show the six- or seven-inch curb,
whatever it ends up being, and the developer doesn’t put the sidewalk in, and then sells the lots, and they
either jog the sidewalk around it and pour a driveway, rip out and put the more aggressive low profile
curb in. I think with the different options in driveways, I think virtually no one’s putting sidewalk in
except on major roads.
Kent: Yeah, probably true
Dallas: Because of how no one knows where the driveways are going to be until you’re pulling a permit.
Which I don’t think is a bad thing, I was just more so thinking out loud.
Kent: Yeah, it’s really the same problem we have now. They’re pulling out the curve, they’re cutting the
curb down and pulling out the sidewalk and doing the drive approach, right?
Dallas: But that’s where I think if you make the PUE mandatory.
Kent: Especially if we do offer the 221.2 is the name of that drawing that shows the sidewalk routed
around the drive approach. If that is one of the preapproved options, then I think you’re right that we
would need to make the public sidewalk easement be a standard requirement on the subdivision plat. That
would be really the only way to make that workable. If it’s not one of our standard options, then they
have to have special approval to do it. Then maybe asking for the easement at that time isn’t as big of an
ask.
Dallas: I don’t think you’re going to know that until the building permit, right?
Kent: It would come at the building permit time, that is correct.
Webster: Thank you Dallas, Jennifer, does that answer your question?
Davis: I need that in a third grade level.
Kent: I do think Dallas brings up some good points, in terms of the water carrying capacity of the curb.
As we are trying to revisit our drainage standards as well, I am of the opinion that our drainage standards
aren’t up to what they need to be. So, we’re looking at modifications there. As we get into that, it’s my
opinion that I think the way we currently operate, I think we’re trying to carry water entirely too far in the
gutters. I think there should be inlets at much closer spacing than what we have now. To minimize the
amount of water that’s on the road and get that water in an underground system. Not just have it be
flowing down the gutter. I think we especially need to get rid of what we have in our current standards,
where we allow water, we even have standards details for it, of boxes we build to allow water that is
already in pipes to get discharged into the street. I don’t think that’s good practice. I think it may have
made some sense when we’re developing primarily in the hilly territory and trying to get water to go the
direction you want when it wants to go another direction, and some of those things it might have made
some sense. But we may be come back with some modifications there or we may not. Or you may not
approve them, right? If we continue to operate the way we are and how the water is collected and
ultimately discharged somewhere, then yes, the carrying capacity of that gutter is an issue that needs to
be considered, so as we’re revisiting this to get ready to bring it back to you later, addressing these curb
types. That’s a good point that Dallas brings up that we need to consider in that evaluation.
Jett: So, in making a motion on this, don’t want to cut your legs up, on making a motion on this would
we just read the concrete details and make a motion to approve those as is?
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Webster: With the exception of 221.2 right?

Kent: If you would like to have 221 which is fine, if there is a planter strip, this is a good drawing,
right? That’s 221.1. 221.2 is the one that you Tom brought up, maybe this shouldn’t be one of the
preapproved options. If that’s what you would like to include in your recommendation to city council. Is
that this not be one of the preapproved options, then basically instead of saying that you could read this
off exactly in your motion if you wanted to, but instead of saying 221 here you’d say 221.1 and then
you’d add 221.2 to this list of ones that require approval.

Public Hearing Opened

Dallas: Dallas Buckner, private citizen, because one of the things that I thought of as far as making the
ADA compliance is more widely adopting the rolled curb. Then I don’t know if the city’s made changes
or just talked about making changes, but one of the things that prohibit it is the six-inch reinforced
sidewalk behind it. Currently the city allows the rolled curb or the low-profile curb. In certain zones, |
don’t think it’s allowed in R3. As far as keeping, the one 221.A where the sidewalk jogs around, it is
fairly common in other places, but there’s the issue it creates here is that the right-of-ways are a certain
size and then it pushes them into the lots. It’s pretty widely adopted in other places where the smaller
residential roads are. Is there a rolled curb option with just replacing the sidewalk where you could adopt
that? In all residential zones and probably not major collectors and arterials,
Kent: The challenge with that is that is we don’t have in either our details or the current APWA details.
We don’t have a true rolled curb. But any of these, like type H here, which is very similar to our current
drawing here for our low profile, right? Once again, you don’t get the drainage capacity and that’s one of
the concerns we’ve had with this one all along. There are places that it can make some sense, and I know
had a project come through last year over at Iron Hawk Townhomes where that variance was granted to
use this, even with that R3M project right? There are locations where that is a good option, and could be
approved on a, let’s see where did it go? If we were to use, because of the concerns with the carrying
capacity of the roadway, if we wanted an option that can still carry all the water that it needs to carry, this
would be that option. It’s a little more challenging for drivers as they drive through it. It’s very workable,
it can work, especially for just, if this were at my house, I don’t know that it’d bother me that much,
because I am going slow when I pull in my driveway anyway. This is an option that would work that
keeps the carrying capacity. The low profile really doesn’t keep the carrying capacity, right?
Dallas: On this one are you removing, are you saw cutting the entire curb and repouring the whole curb
versus doing a curb cut? How driveways are now
Kent: I'm sorry?
Dallas: So, if we just put a standard L curb in a subdivision and then someone wants to put this in at their
driveway, you’re saw cutting and repouring the entire curb to make this curb and then pouring sidewalk
behind it.
Kent: Most likely you would be. You could, I don’t know if a concrete sawing professional could do this.
Burgess: Nobody I know that I would trust to do it.
Kent: It would be tough because this part here is really warped. I don’t know how you even do that with a
straight saw blade.
Burgess: Yeah, that requires an artistry I don’t think most guys have
Kent: So, you would likely be pulling the curb and gutter and replacing it, that is correct.
Jett: Can I interject one thing we were just speaking of rolled curb, and then you were speaking of
changing things for more inlet, so the curbs wouldn’t be carrying as much water. If we have more inlets,
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would a rolled curb concept work? If we replace the rolled curb and add more inlets, so we’re not
carrying the same capacity of water.

Kent: That certainly could work, is that the right solution I don’t know. Dallas brought up the point that if
we took that route, we’re going to be putting more pipe in the ground which has a cost component.

Jett: Absolutely, I was thinking the rolled curb costs, could offset the cost of the traditional L curb. And
offset the cost. I’m just trying to mesh the two together.

Kent: Yeah, so that is something we want to evaluate further. If you approve all of this, and we are
recommended and the city council gives us final approval, this would be an option. What you see on the
screen right now would be an option that we could utilize if there is a reason to utilize it, right? This
could even potentially be something that someone comes in and says, we want to do our whole
residential subdivision, that’s all on local streets, not on any major streets, we want to just use that
mountable curb on all of it or a variation. I am on the committee now, this is something that I would like
to see fixed, and there is no type D any longer. There was at one time. This would be something that
someone could do, they could come in with a proposal to do something like this and just say, I’ve got this
whole block, that is what we want to put in all the driveways are going to look like this, and we could
consider that if it makes sense for that situation, we could approve that.

Jett: Is it a cheaper curb?

Kent: No, I would say probably not, it could be slightly, I don’t think it’s going to be significantly
cheaper.

Lunt: The Carrying capacity is it any different

Kent: What you see on the screen here, it would still have the same carrying capacity because it would
have the full height curb. It’s not a low profile, so that sloped section that you see on the front of it is a
little more aggressive, it’s not as easy as gentle to drive through as our low-profile curb.

Wayne: It seems like there are a lot of ADA corners in town with seven-inch curbs that work just fine.
What’s the concern?

Kent: They work because we are ramping down, to get down to the landing level at the bottom, and yeah
that works fine, it’s the drive approaches where we have the big problem. One challenge we have all over
town really is drive approaches that are difficult to drive through because they’re so abrupt when you go
through them. The higher the curb is the more abrupt it’s going to feel when you drive through them.
That’s one of the reasons why we would like to have a six-inch curb as our standard curb. And have a
taller curb just be an option that’s used where we have a need to carry more water.

Webster: Dallas, anything else? Interesting. An hour and a half ago, I liked my driveway, now I am not
sure what to think about it. Okay, we’ll close the public hearing and bring it back to the commission for a
recommendation.

Public Hearing Closed
Jett motions to approve the concrete details on C3 driveways, details and new notes added. Use

APWA standard plans 215, 221, 221.1, and City Engineer approval required for use of standard
plans 216, 225, 229, and 221.2. Davis seconds; all in favor for a unanimous vote.

3. PUBLIC HEARING

Amended Plat
(Staff Decision) Unit 39, Safe Harbor, Blackrock PUD Goodwin/ GO Civil
Planning Commission Minutes
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Webster: Next we have an amended plat. It’s going to be a public hearing, but it is a staff decision in the
end. So, for the purpose of the public hearing, we’ll do that here and let Dallas go ahead and share with
us what he’s got.

Dallas: Dallas Buckner, GO Civil. This is out in Blackrock. This is an undeveloped unit out there, and the
gentleman that has purchased it has looked at it and with some of the improvements out there, wants to
keep the same dimensions, square footage, but just wants to rotate it to fit the existing conditions. So, the
square on there is what was plated. We’re just kind of rotating it a little bit. You can see in the aerial
imagery there is a wall kind of on that top corner, we’re just spinning it to give a better buildable
footprint based on existing conditions. We’ve worked with staff to get approval on the map, and then the
owner has gotten a vote from the HOA because we’re amending the piece that he owns, then we’re also
slightly amending the common space area of the HOA.

Randall: Just make sure I am clarifying for the record the square footage of each is remaining the same,
private versus the common property remains the same.

Dallas: Correct, the unit is not changing, we’re just rotating.

Randall: The reason why I am asking that question, just so you know, we have another subdivision, a
PUD that’s trying to do this. Except, they’re trying to shrink the common area and give more of it to each
of the private owners, because that changes interest of value. Like how much there is. We have to get all
the banks to sign off in the entire subdivision, so thank you for not actually changing that.

Dallas: We were trying to keep this easy

Webster: Any questions, Commission? If not, it is a public hearing. We’ll open the public hearing. Does
anybody wish to speak to this?

Public Hearing Opened

Public Hearing Closed

4. PUBLIC HEARING
Ordinance Text Amendment Section 26-V-18 Perasic/ Radiant Blue Const.
(Recommendation) Driveways in RE zone to be 50’ max

5. PUBLIC HEARING
Engineering Standards Revision Detail C3 Perasic/ Radiant Blue Const.
(Recommendation) Driveways in RE Zone

Webster: Next is ordinance text amendment, can four and five be handled together? Who’s presenting

that? Perasic? I think Radiant Blue Construction?

Kent: I thought that Radiant Blue Construction was going to be here, they’re not. We can still talk about

it if you’d like. Don and I are prepared to talk about it.

Webster: Yeah, go ahead, let’s do, we can still have the public hearing on it without them here.

Kent: So, I'll start off on this, we have minimum driveway widths in our standards or excuse me,

maximum driveway widths, well and minimum. On your typical home, our typical residential use we
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have a maximum driveway width of 34 feet, and on commercial and industrial you know the
nonresidential we do have a maximum driveway width of fifty feet. You have more needs right you have
traffic coming in and out at the same time on those driveways. You need wider driveways so that’s what
our current standard has. What the request is here from the applicant is to have, in the RE zone only, they
would like to see us increase the maximum driveway width for those residences to 50 feet
Webster: From?
Kent: From the 34 that it is currently.
Burgess: This is kind of related, but if you do two driveways, how far apart do they have to be? Could
you do 34 and one foot and 34?
Kent: No, they have to have a separation between the two.
Don: It’s 12 foot in the zoning ordinance.
Kent: Yeah, you need to be able to transition out of the drive approach into a landing for ADA reasons,
and then go back into the next drive approach, right? So, this is what they’re requesting. If we look in the
detail, they’re wanting the same thing. They want us to modify this in the detail where we have the 34-
foot max on the residential to give the ability for the 50-foot max in the RE zone. So that’s the proposal,
what is driving this is a specific home they’ve run up against an issue. Where they’ve created this drive
approach here that is wider than 34 feet. They have a secondary structure in the back, a casita there an
ADU, that they were wanting to have a nice direct shot that they were wanting to have a nice direct shot
for people to be able to drive back to it from the street, and so this was put in as the concrete driveway
being significantly wider than the 34 feet. I think it’s, if [ remember correctly, it’s around 45 feet, is the
width that they put that in at. So, they were looking at this saying, well, in the RE zones you have more
frontage than you do in most of the other zones. So, they were wanting to see if the minimum or excuse
me the maximum driveway width could just be increased. In the RE zone, as you look around, this is in
4B Ranch. This particular location right across the street, you see where they’ve got concrete coming
back. This isn’t a very good picture; apologize for that, concrete coming back along the garage. They’ve
kept the driveway to where it meets our standard, and then they widen it out as they come back. You go
around this neighborhood, you see that in numerous locations, where that’s exactly what the homeowners
have done. They start out narrow, they go wider.
Jett: So, this is their effort to skirt. So, the question is why RE zone only, why not every zone allow it if
they can do 1t?
Kent: And that’s a good question, should it apply only to the RE. I think the reasoning for applying it to
the RE is the fact that you have more frontage to work with. So, the negative effects of having a wider
driveway, which we’ll talk about here in just a minute, are perhaps lessened to some degree in when you
have wider frontages. I drove through 4B Ranch the other day, and I was noting all over in this
development location where we had these driveways that start out narrow and then go wide. Another one
here, that’s what others have done. On this one they didn’t do that; they just made the driveway wider
than it was supposed to be. Then they’re asking now, this actually went to board of adjustments, their
particular case, not the ordinance change, their particular case went to board of adjustments and was not
approved. They’re looking at it for a different route, wanting this the planning commission and city
council to consider the idea that perhaps a wider drive approach in this zone would be appropriate. So,
that’s the proposal. So that’s that part of it. We’ve tried to take this and say okay, what should we be
doing here? Why do we even have the standard that we have? We’ve asked ourselves that question. So,
I’d like to run you through just a little bit of information about maximum driveway widths.
Webster: So, can I ask you a real quick question? So, if 34 is the width, how far does the 34 have to go?
Can you go six inches and then...
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Kent: Do you want to answer that, Don?
Don: So, the ordinance indicates that you can’t park in the front yard setback unless it’s on a permitted
driveway. So, kind of like those images Kent showed you, they curve back basically to that twenty-foot
line and then the ordinance says more or less you're free to go.
Kent: I think it’s at the right of way line that they have to comply with the 34, is that correct Don?
Don: It's 34 is the driveway width. And the way we've interpreted that is that it would continue through to
your front setback because your front setback should be landscaped with exception of those permitted
driveways.
Kent: So, I wanted to run you through just a little bit of information about why, and we're not the only
city with maximum driveway widths, right? Every city has maximum driveway widths, as far as [ know.
I'm not aware of one that doesn't. And we'll get in a minute to some of what some of the other cities
around the state are doing. But some of the key reasons for this, part of it is really safety and traffic flow.
The wider that drive approach. You can have multiple vehicles coming out of it at once. You have less
predictability on where those vehicles are coming out for a pedestrian walking down the sidewalk.
They're exposed through that drive approach for a longer distance as they come through. The safety
aspect of it becomes more critical on major roadways than it does on subdivision streets. Admittedly. But
there is a concern. You know, with driveway widths in general, of when they get too wide, they decrease
the safety. So that's one reason why these kinds of standards even exist. Another thing is more of an
infrastructure protection when you have a smaller regulated curb cut. Then that reduces the amount of
public sidewalk and curb that you are dealing with in that drive approach whenever if there's a need to
make any modification, there it makes it easier to protect the underground utilities and other
infrastructure. Drainage control: when you have drive approaches, those drive approaches do limit the
drainage water carrying capacity of the gutter. Even if we still have the same area, so to speak, available,
you know you're changing the shape of the channel that the water's going through, and every time you're
changing that, you're getting some head loss in that, and so you are reducing the carrying capacity of the
curb and gutter. Snow storage when we plow, the wider the drive approaches, that means the shorter the
available space between drive approaches where you can pile snow. I know the last couple of years
haven't seemed like snow plowing is an issue, but we're going to get winters again where we're plowing a
lot of snow, right? And so, snow storage is a consideration. Aesthetics and green space. When you limit,
you know that those driveway widths it gives you more of that frontage of the lot that can be in some
type of landscaping, less of it in in concrete driveway. Then you get the on-street parking. When you
have the wider the drive approaches, the less space there is to put snow in. Well, that's also the less space
there is for people to park. And that can become problematic, and Don will run us through some of that
here in just a second. What some of the common standards around the country are, you typically see on
single family residential homes, maximum widths somewhere between twenty and thirty feet is pretty
common. There are a lot that do allow more than thirty feet, but usually not by much. Some jurisdictions
will say okay you have so many feet, but you also have a requirement on some percentage of the lot
width that can be driveway. So, the narrower your lot, the narrower your driveway maximum driveway
would potentially be, right? Most places have standards on circular driveways that you have to have a
certain amount of frontage to even be able to have more than one. But a lot of times when there are
circular driveways, they're considered one way, and those are actually narrowed up to somewhere in the
ten to twelve feet foot range in a lot of jurisdictions. Commercial and industrial, yeah, those are wider.
They need to accommodate more traffic. They need to accommodate traffic coming in and out at the
same time, and they need to generally accommodate larger vehicles. So those we do go in the forty-to-
fifty-foot range is pretty common for commercial drive approaches. So, I pulled these cities at random,
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please don't think I searched for the ones that fit my argument because I didn't. I just pulled these at
random and looked at what they have. So here in Cedar City, single family residential home, just a house
right here, our standard is thirty-four feet. Salt Lake, they have two different widths. They allow some of
their zones. They only allow twenty-two feet on the width. Some they allow thirty, but even the ones that
they allow thirty, that's less than what ours are. Saint George is the only one I found that allows
something wider. They were allowing up to fifty feet. Although I found conflicting information on their
website on their widths. In the most generous location, on their website it showed fifty feet for the
driveway width, but you're limited to fifty percent of the frontage. So, if that lot's only seventy feet wide,
which is what a lot of our lots are allowed to be now, I think in just about all of our zones, other than
maybe the RE, we allow the seventy-foot width. If you were limited to fifty percent, you couldn't have
more than a thirty-five-foot-wide driveway anyway in Saint George. If you had a seventy-foot-wide lot, if
you only had a fifty-foot-wide lot, you could only go twenty-five feet, on the driveway. Logan, I looked
at theirs; they came in at twenty-two feet, the same as what Salt Lake had on some of theirs. Provo was
right about where we are at thirty-five, Bountiful thirty and Tooele was at thirty. [ was trying to pick, you
know, some larger cities and cities that are more our size as [ was going through this. Tooele, in addition
to the thirty foot maximum requirement, also had that only a third of the frontage could be drive
approach. So once again. If you had a seventy-foot drive approach, a third of seventy is only twenty-three
feet, right? So, you wouldn't even be able to get thirty if you had a seventy-foot-wide lot. So, those were
just some of the things I wanted to kind of throw out. The question was asked to me after the sketch
meeting, where this request was discussed that the applicant had, why do we have the standard that we
have? And so, as Don and I have tried to look into that's where the information that he and I are
presenting to you has come up, so I am going to flip over to Don's slides. And we have some repetition
here, but Don will find a good way to deal with that.
Don: Thank you chair and members of the commission. The question is what should the maximum
driveway width be? Why do we have these standards? I think Kent covered a lot of what's in mine, but I
think Kent liked the pictures in mine too.
Kent: I did like the pictures, so I didn't put any pictures in mine.
Don: Here is our current standards for residential. We have minimum of a twelve foot for a one-way
driveway. A maximum, [ mean, I am sorry, minimum twenty- four feet for two-way access. So, that's
whether you're going to Walmart or even a multifamily home when you're trying to squeeze by another
vehicle, twenty-four foot is our minimum, and then the maximum that we're discussing is thirty-four feet,
and then a maximum in commercial areas of fifty feet. Next slide, Kent. So why do we do these things? |
think the big kind of overarching argument is we're balancing access and public interest at the same time,
right? So, driveway width limits balance the private access with public safety that Kent talked about
infrastructure, and certainly, a little bit more in the planning realm than the engineering realm, but I think
visual quality concerns in the neighborhood. What do we want and what do we expect our residential
neighborhoods to look like? So that's proportionality and neighborhood character standards match
driveway size to reasonable property access. While preserving green space and residential buffers and
also gives the neighborhoods and the neighbors some predictability in what's going to happen in their
neighborhoods. Clear driveway with rules that reduce disputes. Obviously, they streamline permitting
and support consistent enforcement across communities. So, these two slides show a difference, and |
think they're quite stark. Now obviously these are not large R E type lots, but it shows you what character
means, and in my opinion, that character counts. That neighborhood there's certainly smaller lots. But
that is something I think we don't want to see in our neighborhoods. That is completely paved over, and
your front yards are not a place of community. They're not a place that you really want to walk around.
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They are parking lots. So, maintaining neighborhood character, I just touched on that. Here's another two
pictures. It's just a different neighborhood, same situation. You can see in these neighborhoods where you
have driveway after driveway, folks clamor for a little piece of green even in between. They'll plant
obviously these are from areas that I know in Southern California, but they'll stick a palm tree in the
middle if they can just get two or three feet between them and their neighbor. So, Zoning and visual
identity zoning standards prevent wide driveways from turning front yards into parking lots. I kind of
mentioned that it supports community aesthetics and property values. And they have an impact on
livability. Between these two pictures, there's certainly one street I'd rather walk down than the other.
That slide also shows what Kent was talking about the number of conflicts, as you have somebody
walking down those streets, you know, if you are on a big wheel, maybe I am dating myself do kids have
big wheels anymore? I don't know, but that's probably not the spot.
Webster: Electric Big Wheels
Don: Electric big wheels, thank you, that’s probably not the spot that's the best for pedestrians, bicyclists,
and even big wheels.
Jett: Why is that?
Don: Due to the number of conflicts. If you are walking down that sidewalk, you are looking out for a
vehicle almost every step that you take. So I'm getting a little ahead of myself, but wider driveways
increase conflict zones where vehicles cross sidewalks and bike paths, raising collision risk. Narrow
driveways encourage slower, more deliberate vehicle movements, improving safety near vulnerable
users. And uniform driveway risks maintain curb space; they improve sight lines and reduce uninspected
drivers or driver maneuvers. Just another slide that is driveway to driveway. Kind of shows you the stark
difference between what our standard is and what it potentially could be. Drainage, Kent is more of an
expert at this, Kent and Dallas, but you can see where that water slows down and changes course.
Jett: Yeah, but that's an unfair picture that you're showing, Don. Because the curb traditionally, the
driveway goes all the way to the curb, and there's not even a curb on this one here. On this driveway, so
that's right.
Kent: And in many places in the RE zone where the change is requested, there's no curb.
Jett: I get it. But I want to talk about other zones too.
Randall: Right, but this request is RE, so that's why you're giving a picture of what's the equivalent to an
RE, which we don't need curb gutter or sidewalk.
Don: So, right away in infrastructure management, the right of way includes everything: sidewalks, trees,
utilities, drainage, streetlights, bike lanes et cetera. Limiting driveway widths does prevent conflicts with
the right of way infrastructure. It enables future improvements potentially without more costly
adjustments. Narrower driveways reduce breaks and curbs and sidewalks, lowering maintenance costs for
the property owner and the city. As we touched on quite a bit, driveway width standards protect the right
of way to support future ADA accessibility and evolving mobility needs. So, as we kind of went down
this rabbit hole a little bit, I think Kent and I tried to ask ourselves, "Why is it thirty-four feet? Right?
Why is it that magic number?" And as you saw in other cities, many cities limit those driveway widths
significantly more than we do. Going through our ordinance, originally, our R2 zone had a minimum lot
width of seventy feet. We've now reduced that to fifty. So, these thirty-four foot still applies, even if you
have a fifty-foot lot, but thirty-four feet is just shy of that, just shy of fifty percent of seventy. So, it kind
of gets in line with no more than fifty percent of your lot width in the front yard should be paved. In the
R1 now and in the RE, that minimum lot width is now only seventy feet. It used to be ninety feet. So, this
thirty-four-foot width gets you up to basically fifty percent of your lot can be paved, and if you had a
really wide lot, you could actually do two thirty-four-foot driveways. So, I think that's where the original
Planning Commission Minutes

May 5, 2026
Page 13 of 18



logic came from. I think also the thirty-four feet was probably intended to accommodate the two side-by-
side driveways we see in most of our twin homes, where we butt the garages, the two two car garage
doors together, I think you could argue maybe that needs to go to thirty-six feet. That's not part of this
discussion, but just so we could get a driveway a little bit wider to get those four cars at nine feet apiece
and get that driveway just a little bit wider. So, with reduced lot width in the RE zone, and I think we're
going to see more REs come in with those seventy-foot lot widths. I think staff's recommendation to the
planning commission, amongst all the other things we talked about, would be to leave it at thirty-four
percent.

Webster: Thirty- four percent, or feet

Don: I am sorry, thirty-four feet, almost fifty percent, and on fifty-foot lots in the R2 zone, and the fifty-
five-foot lots, which we need to still address in the R3. It's significantly more, I think it's important for
safety. The aesthetics of our neighborhood. It's also important for runoff and with all that put together, I
think thirty-four feet is not a bad standard at this point. So, I'll be happy to answer questions.

Jett: As it relates to aesthetics, we're becoming less and less plant-driven around here because of the
access to water and the cost of water, so forth. We're going more of a desert scape, and I know, as one of
our former council members called it, "hellscape." You have a lot of homes that are in R1 and and yeah,
R1 that have a three-car garage, and they have a motorhome garage, right. Right next to it, by widening
this, we're getting more cars off the street. And, you want to talk conflicts with neighbors, that's where
you have conflicts with neighbors when you're parked in front of their home, where their kids and
grandkids and friends can't come over and park, and so forth. So that's a reason to also widen the
driveway. I think to do this, I think we need to. I have no problem with the concept of what you're
discussing, but I think we need to have something more to it. That say, "Hey, if your lot is greater than X,
you can have a." You can go fifty percent of your lot.
Don: The ordinance already entertains that with the allowance of two driveways. So, if you have a really
wide lot and you can meet that driveway spacing, you can do two driveways.
Jett: But when you have, you get around quite a bit there's several three car garages, almost standard out
there, and then a lot of people have the R V garages out there. They need a forty-foot-wide driveway
Randall: But do they need it at the entrance from the road?
Jett: Because you go garage, garage, garage, and then their RV garage. They can't turn. With RV, it's
pretty difficult.
Randall: Turn on the other ones. As I say, straight shot for the RV and curve for your last one. What Kent
was showing you for 4B. That's what they did all over the place.
Jett: I did it and they did that because we have an ordinance, and they're saying, look, your ordinance
does not work, so we're going to get around it by doing what we're doing. You ask ninety-five percent of
those people out there, if your driveway could have been ten feet larger, would you have gone with that?
Or would you have done the S turn or the widening that? And I'd give you a hundred dollars to your ten
dollars, that says ninety percent of the people say, I'd rather have added ten feet to my driveway.
Burgess: On the Tooele one, was there thirty-six or thirty three percent? Like whichever is less. Cause, to
me, | feel like it's a proportion thing, at least aesthetically. There is the other reasons you said, but I
definitely think there is a lot of people who don't like 10 cars parked on the concrete in front of
everybody's houses, but I also think, if you have a hundred and fifty two hundred feet of frontage, then
fifty doesn't look weird or odd. I just measured my frontage while we were sitting here. I had no idea
what mine was. I have two twenty-four-foot driveways and two hundred and four feet. I am on an estate
lot, like what we're talking about, and that's twenty-four percent. Even if you total both of them, it doesn't
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look weird, and the whole street is pretty much that same way. I understand the reason for not wanting
just fifty across the board because you start throwing these smaller frontages, RE lots on there. All of a
sudden, you are looking at fifty percent or more of the frontage. But I do think there ought to be some
kind of way if there's a lot to have a section to me, it makes more sense the long way to getting here to
have a percentage, then just a flat.
Jett: You and I are pretty much online with our thoughts coming up with some kind of formula. Thirty-
four feet, but it could be greater if your lot is greater.
Burgess: That's my thought. Like my initial thought when I saw Tooele’s was every lot gets thirty four,
but if you can have up to thirty five percent of the frontage, but just because there is some of these that
has a maximum because there is some of these that are just really, really large, but as of right now, you
could do two thirty four foots if it was large, so it's kind of moot there too.
Don: You'd have to meet your driveway separation. Right, you would have but if you had enough
frontage, you could get enough frontage to do so. Yeah
Webster: What's the residence in question, how wide is theirs?
Kent: I think it's about forty- five.
Burgess: Do you know what their frontage is?
Kent: I did measure that it was a little over a hundred, like one hundred and five
Don: Was there any issue specifically to the RE zone as far as drainage? And the borrow ditches?
Kent: The other thing that we do have there where we don't have curb and gutter in that 4B Ranch,
although we do have some RE development that the Levitz are doing, that does have curb and gutter. But
where that does not have the curb and gutter, The only way to get the water off, the street is to let it flow
into the borrow ditch. And when you have driveways, that's a location it can't flow into the borrow ditch
because it's piped under the driveway, right? Well, the higher the percentage of frontage that's driveways,
the less we have the ability to get the water where it needs to go, so that there is that drainage
consideration with the borrow ditches in the RE zone,
Jett: So, Randall, I'm always trying to think out of the box, I don’t know how customized we can make
this, so if we widened, you’ve been up to this home?
Kent: Yes, I have
Jett: If we widened it the 44 feet, I think you said is what they’re looking for?
Kent: They’re looking for 50. Their request is that the ordinance be changed to allow for 50-foot
driveways.
Jett: If we widened it the 50 foot is that going to create a problem with the borrow ditches and so forth?
Kent: It certainly reduces where the water can get into the borrow ditch, yeah.
Jett: I get what you’re saying your hardscaping.
Wayne: I’'m thinking of my friend that has three miles of frontage, that’s neither here nor there, could we
phrase this something like 34 feet or 30% of the frontage not to exceed 50 feet? They still wouldn’t be
able to put 50 feet in out there because I think if you have 300 feet of frontage, I don’t think 50-foot
driveway is unreasonable, but in most subdivisions, I think it is unreasonable. But if you word it 34%
Maximum or 33% of the frontage not to exceed 50 ft. Something like that might work.
Burgess: I like that
Randall: You can do that, I will note one thing just for you and this is different preferences, different
council members as well. We have at least one council member that does get frustrated if we actually
move something forward if the applicant is not present. You don’t have to follow through with that
because that was just one council member and they still voted even when he said that.
Don: We don’t necessarily send a notice to the applicant.
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Randall: Just FYI

Don: I am mistaken Amber is telling me that I am wrong and that we did.

Randall: So that’s just FYI, it’s not a statute requirement or an ordinance requirement that they have to be
present, but we do have a council member that has repeatedly and loudly that when staff or boards carry
the water for the applicants and the applicants aren’t here to push it.

Burgess: I don’t like it but I’'m not going to have it taint what I think’s the right decision on a change
either.

Randall: And that’s how a lot of the other council members have taken it as well. So, I just figured I'd
give you a heads up on that.

Webster: Well, 1

Randall: You could table it as well

Webster: Well, I like what you said and could buy into that, and all it did is bring to the surface a need to
look at something. In this particular case last night at the board of adjustments, we heard a case where we
were like, well the guy should have known. Because that is part of his deal when he builds or his builders
deal. To change our rules for one house in all the city for that.

Burgess: I don’t want to change this because somebody built it against the code and to save them from it.
But I also think it’s a reasonable change to make going forward.

Jett: Do we have a public hearing?

Public Hearing Opened

Ann Clark: Kent, I will say this I am glad to see that we are caring about how the neighborhood looks
and how it affects everybody in the neighborhood. Because sometimes we say hey be a good neighbor
but really that means you’re a good neighbor if you let me do whatever [ want. So, I do really appreciate
that. I mean if they have a really big frontage then maybe we could do a percentage. So, when you look at
it proportionally it still really looks the same. You know what I mean?

Jett: Don? You made a pretty compassionate argument.

Don: Those were ideas that were rattling around in my head as well.

Webster: Share your name

Lester: Lester Ross, if we’re changing this, we need to clarify where we are changing from because how
it’s being interpreted and how it’s being enforced

Jett: So, you’re talking on top of apron

Lester: So right now, we measure driveways at the bottom of the curb cut. That is how the building
department measures

Kent: Which is not how our standard drawing is written. It’s written at the width of the driveway at the
right of way line and that’s how it should be measured.

Lester: Yeah, so we need that clarified that we’re talking at the right of way line.

Jett: So that’s the top of the slope.

Lester: Yeah, top of the slope

Webster: Thanks Lester. Any other comments, we’ll close the public hearing then.

Public Hearing Closed

Randall: Can I add something, so I think Tom kind of already hit on this and it may be part of the goal
you have in mind. Just always understand the interplay of what we do with other laws. So, for example,
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under Utah law you cannot park blocking a driveway. Technically even if it’s your own, that’s stat law. It
doesn't care you’re not allowed to block it primarily because that’s an access point. So, if you do allow
too much of a driveway, you are also decreasing the amount of available space for parking on the street
that is in fact owned by the public. Now, again, if your goal is to stop people from parking in front of
your house, this will help with that. If on the other hand you get frustrated when you have friends and
relatives coming over and this is shared space. You’re not likely to have the same parties at the same time
as your neighbors. You’re giving that up. Neither one is right or wrong. Just know that is an interplay that
you will be changing. On how parking is allowed.

Webster: Does anybody have a thought about a motion?

Wayne: I’ll give a shot, I would move that we change the wording to keeping 34 feet maximum or 33%
of the frontage, not to exceed 50 feet.

Randall: Now can I clarify because what’s been proposed is only in the RE zone.

Jett: No, I propose for all zones

Randall: Unfortunately, that’s all we’ve advertised. So, I just wanted you to know that if we want to push
it further than that, we’ll need to readvertise.

Jett: Could we put this on the agenda?

Burgess: I feel like there’s not a lot of non RE zones that are going to get changed by this either.

Randall: Well, and there’s a bigger impact on curb and gutter and so it probably would be a longer
conversation, to know how that’s going to impact water carrying capacity and stuff especially with the
new standards.

Jett: Could I get you to put this on the planning commission next time to talk about all zones?

Don: I’d have to get it out by Friday.

Jett: It could be in a couple weeks from now Don. It doesn’t have to be coming up immediately.

Randall: And then your question is too if you want to address multiple zones, do you want this going to
the council piece meal or together?

Jett: Together? I mean we’re not going to make a difference on this one situation that brought this up.
Webster: Although you can, if we just do it in the RE at least, it’s like we see what you’re asking for and
here is an address.

Burgess: I’d almost rather do them separately because A. I think it’s a different conversation because of
the curb and gutter and I don’t think there’s very many lots in R1 that this would change anything with.
Wayne: This does shoot down the request though, doesn’t it?

Burgess: It does, 33 still not 45, right?

Don: How wide was that lot again, Kent?

Kent: I don’t remember exactly but I believe it was between 100 and 110

Don: So that would not get them 50 feet in this case.

Wayne: I’ll keep my motion

Jett: Second

Webster: Okay, Wayne’s given us a motion and now confined it to the RE. We have a second with Tom,
All in favor?

Webster: Any opposed? And the motion carries. That covers four and five.

Wayne motions to change the wording to keep 34 feet maximum or 33% of the frontage, not to
exceed 50 feet. Jett seconds; all in favor for a unanimous vote.
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The meeting was adjourned at 6:48 p.m.

Eve Bolhuis, Executive Assistant
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DEFERRAL AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, is made and entered into this  day of . 2026,
by and between Stranglehold LC , herein referred to as CITIZEN, and Cedar City
Corporation, a municipal corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of Utah,
herein referred to as CITY. Collectively the CITIZEN and CITY may be referred to as the
PARTIES.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, CITIZEN owns property located at __approximately 1150 N 3900 W

in Cedar City, Utah (Iron County Parcel ID B-1889-0001-0000 ); said property being
more particularly described as attached in Exhibit A.

WHEREAS, said property, pursuant to Ordinance, will not meet certain prerequisites for
development;

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements
contained here, and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of
which are hereby acknowledged, the PARTIES agree as follows:

1. CITIZEN may obtain construction drawing/final plat approval for projects within the
portion of the property west of 3900 West Street in Cedar City, Utah (located within Iron
County Parcel ID B-1889-0001-0000), subject to the terms and conditions set forth
herein.

2. CITY agrees to waive certain requirements temporarily subject to the terms and
conditions set forth herein.

3. CITIZEN acknowledges their obligation to install required frontage improvements (curb,
gutter, sidewalk, street, street lights) along the west side of 3900 W for a portion of the
frontage of the property, extending from Magnolia Fields Ph 1 northerly boundary to the
northerly boundary of Magnolia Fields Ph 2 (currently in design review with the City
Engineering Department). CITIZEN agrees to provide adequate bonding to guarantee
completion of the Frontage Improvements. CITIZEN further agrees that installation of
the Frontage Improvements shall occur in conjunction with the development of Magnolia
Fields Phase 3.

4. The Parties acknowledge that 3900 West is a master planned road and reimbursements
will occur pursuant to City ordinance for required upsizing of improvements.

5. CITIZEN acknowledges that no written notice or reminder by CITY is required to start
the 30-day time period. If CITIZEN does not improve said property with the
improvements outlined under term 3, CITIZEN acknowledges and consents that CITY
may elect to install the improvements and record a lien against said property to secure the
repayment of the costs associated with the CITY installing the improvements.



6. This Agreement shall be recorded in the office of the Iron County Recorder.

7. This Agreement shall be binding upon the respective heirs, legal representative,
successors, and assigns to the PARTIES hereto.

8. This agreement shall run with the title to the property and be binding on any successor in
interest.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the PARTIES have executed this Agreement as of the day
and year set forth above:

CITIZEN:
Stranglehold, LLC
By:
Signature:
Title:
STATE OF UTAH )
SS.
COUNTY OF IRON )
On this day of 2026, personally

appeared before me and duly acknowledged to me that s/he signed the above and foregoing
document.

NOTARY PUBLIC



CITY:

STEVEN NELSON

MAYOR
[SEAL]
ATTEST:
RENON SAVAGE
CITY RECORDER
STATE OF UTAH )

Ss.
COUNTY OF IRON )
This is to certify that on the day of 2026, before me, the

undersigned, a Notary Public, in and for the State of Utah, duly commissioned and sworn as
such, personally appeared Steven Nelson, known to me to be the Mayor of Cedar City
Corporation, and Renon Savage, known to me to be the City Recorder of Cedar City
Corporation, and acknowledged to me that he the said Steven Nelson and she the said Renon
Savage executed the foregoing instrument as a free and voluntary act and deed of said
corporation, for the uses and purposes therein, and on oath state that they were authorized to
execute said instrument, and that the seal affixed is the corporate seal of said corporation.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the
day and year hereinabove written.

NOTARY PUBLIC



EXHIBIT A

- legal description —

BEG AT CNTR 1/4 COR SEC 6,T36S,R11W, SLM; ALG E-W 1/4 SEC LN OF SD SEC
N89°56'02"E 1326.27 FT TO CNTR-E 1/16 COR OF SD SEC; ALG E 1/16 LN OF SD SEC
S00°00229"W 1327.91 FT TO SE 1/16 COR OF SD SEC; ALG S 1/16 LN OF SD SEC
N89°57'08"W 1323.80 FT TO CNTR-S 1/16 COR SD SEC; ALG S 1/16 LN OF SD SEC
S89°56"23"W 544.13 FT; NO1°18'00"E 1325.60 FT TO PT ON SD E-W 1/4 SEC LN OF SD
SEC; ALG SD E-W 1/4 SEC LN N89°56'02"E 511.77 FT TO POB. LESS ANY PART LYING
WITHIN 3900 WEST STREET. LESS LOTS 1-34, MAGNOLIA FIELDS PHASE 1. SUBJ TO
EASE DESC REC BK 1660/1024.

Parcel Number B-1889-0001-0000
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ADDRESS: 655 W 200 N STE 150

(435) 586-0843

PHONE:

CEDAR CITY, UT 84720

DESCRIPTION:

BY:

DATE:

REVISION:

T.35S,, R.11W., SLB&M
N: 125640.273

E: 107630.310

1984 1.C.B.C.

1338.63'
v

N89°57' 39"E 5351.86'

27 BASIS OF BEARINGS

AMENDED PLAT OF
COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION

WITHIN THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 27, T.35S.,R. 11 W,, SLB&M

CEDAR CITY, IRON COUNTY, UTAH

[ o el
LINE TABLE
LINE# | LENGTH | DIRECTION
L1 12.50' NO° 06' 06"W
CURVE TABLE
CURVE # | LENGTH | RADIUS DELTA CHORD DIRECTION | CHORD LENGTH
(o} 34.08' 500.00' 3°54'21" S0° 26'41"E 34.08'
C2 78.89' 52.50' 86°05'39" S44° 33' 19"W 71.67'
C3 83.36' 52.50' 90°58'11" S43°58'37"E 74.87'
Cc4 80.51' 50.00' 90°15'30" N1°54' 18"W 72.09'
C5 46.71' 30.00' 89°12'42" N47°00' 13"W 42.13'
Cé6 47.54' 30.00' 90°47'18" S42° 59' 47"W 42.72'
c7 32.55' 477.50' 3°54'21" NO° 26' 41"W 32.54'
C8 25.74' 522.50' 2°49'23" S0° 59' 11"E 25.74'
c9 9.87' 522.50' 1°04'58" S0° 58' 00"W 9.87'
C10 22.54' 15.00' 86°05'39" N44° 33' 19"E 20.48'
Cl11 24.58' 15.00' 93°54'21" N45° 26' 41"W 21.92'
C12 9.08' 100.00' 5°12'07" N89° 47' 49"W 9.08'
C13 15.14' 100.00' 8°40'26" N82°51'32"W 15.12'
C14 70.61' 65.00' 62°14'25" S70°21' 28"W 67.19'
C15 58.54' 65.00' 51°36'20" $13°26' 06"W 56.59'
Clé 45.08' 30.00' 86°05'39" S44° 33' 19"W 40.96'
C17 13.63' 100.00' 7°48'37" S8°27' 45"E 13.62'
C18 10.59' 100.00' 6°03'56" S1°31'29"E 10.58'
C19 24.71' 100.00' 14°09'18" N8° 35' 08"E 24.64'
C20 26.89' 65.00' 23°42'00" S3°48' 47"W 26.70'
Cc21 40.35' 65.00' 35°33'50" S$25° 49' 08"E 39.70'
C22 38.41' 65.00' 33°51'31" S60° 31' 48"E 37.85'
C23 29.67' 65.00' 26°09'26" N89° 27'43"E 29.42'
C24 47.63' 30.00' 90°58'11" S43° 58'37"E 42.78'
C25 24.71 100.00' 14°09'18" S$83°27'39"W 24.64'
C26 23.31' 15.00' 89°01'49" N46° 01' 23"E 21.03'
Cc27 37.81' 15.00' 144°24'28" S70° 41' 45"E 28.56'
C28 82.78' 50.00' 94°51'55" N84° 31'59"E 73.65'
C29 35.74' 50.00' 40°57'17" N64° 42' 06"E 34.98'
C30 34.05' 50.00' 39°01'04" N69° 15' 16"W 33.40'
C31 10.40' 15.00' 39°43'10" S69° 36' 07"E 10.19'
C32 104.93' | 4437.50' 1°21'17" S89° 04' 05"W 104.93'
C33 5.29' 50.00' 6°03'30" N88° 12' 28"E 5.28'
CERTIFICATE OF RECORDING:
|, CARRI JEFFIES, COUNTY RECORDER OF IRON COUNTY, DO
HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS AMENDED PLAT WAS FILED FOR
E1/4 CORNER SEC. 27, RECORD IN MY OFFICE ON THIS THE DAY OF
T.35S., R.11W,, SLB&M ,2026.
N: 125643.935
Y2007 LCAC BOOK____PAGE
CARRI JEFFRIES
27 COUNTY RECORDER
4013.23' ) ENTRY NO. FEE
M
26 RECORDED AT THE REQUEST OF:

DRAWN BY:
H.K. HULET

CHECKED BY:
J.S. ADAMS

DATE: May 07, 2026

SCALE: 1" = 40'

PAGE: 1 OF 2
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

AMENDED PLAT OF
COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION

WITHIN THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 27, T.35S., R. 11 W,, SLB&M
CEDAR CITY, IRON COUNTY, UTAH

CITY ATTORNEY'S APPROVAL:

OWNER'S DEDICATION:

[, JAY S. ADAMS, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A REGISTERED
LAND SURVEYOR, AND THAT | HOLD CERTIFICATE No. 167230, IN
ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 56, CHAPTER 22, PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS LICENSING ACT. | FURTHER
CERTIFY, CONSISTING OF 2 SHEETS, ADEQUATELY DEFINES THE
AMENDED PLAT OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION AND
HEREBY CERTIFY ALL MEASUREMENTS AND DESCRIPTIONS ARE
CORRECT.

DATE: JAY S. ADAMS

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: (PER RECORD)

NOTES:

|, RANDALL MCUNE, CITY ATTORNEY FOR CEDAR CITY
CORPORATION, CERTIFY THAT | HAVE EXAMINED THIS AMENDED
PLAT OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION AND THAT SAID
AMENDED PLAT MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS OF CEDAR CITY
CORPORATION PURSUANT TO IT'S ORDINANCES AND IS HEREBY
RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVALON THISTHE DAY OF

, 2026.

CITY ATTORNEY

CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE:

BEGINNING N.89°57'39"E. ALONG THE EAST-WEST QUARTER
SECTION LINE 1338.63 FEET AND N.0°08'08"W. 665.01 FEET FROM
THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 27, TOWNSHIP 35
SOUTH, RANGE 11 WEST, SLB&M, SAID POINT BEING ON THE
EAST LINE OF THE SW1/4NW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 27; THENCE
N.89°30'13"W. ALONG THE BOUNDARY LINE OF GEMINI
MEADOWS SUBDIVISION 766.44 FEET, THENCE N.1°29'29"E.
ALONG SAID SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY LINE 599.62 FEET TO THE
SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 3000 NORTH STREET, THENCE
ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS OF
4437.50 FEET A DISTANCE OF 104.93 FEET (THE CHORD OF SAID
CURVE BEARS N.89°04'05"E. 104.93 FEET), THENCE N.88°23'26"E.
ALONG SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE 349.75 FEET, THENCE
S.0°06'06"E. 275.95 FEET, THENCE N.89°57'48"E. 294.98 FEET TO
THE EAST LINE OF SAID SW1/4NW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 27,
THENCE S.0°08'08"E. ALONG SAID 1/16 LINE 341.82 FEET TO THE
POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINS 8.75 ACRES OF LAND.

SURVEY NARRATIVE:

|, STEVE NELSON, MAYOR OF CEDAR CITY CORPORATION,
CERTIFY THAT THIS AMENDED PLAT OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW
SUBDIVISION HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE CEDAR CITY COUNCIL
AND HEREBY ORDER IT FILED FOR RECORD IN THE OFFICE OF THE
IRON COUNTY RECORDER ON THIS THE DAY OF

, 2026.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

RECORDER

CEDAR CITY SURVEYOR'S APPROVAL:

THE UNDERSIGNED, SPENCER L. JONES, MEMBER, COTTONWOOD
HOLLOW LLC, A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY,. DO HEREBY
CERTIFY THAT ITS INTENTION TO AMEND THE FINAL PLAT
RECORDED AS ENTRY NO. 836843 IN THE OFFICE OF THE IRON
COUNTY RECORDER.

THIS AMENDED PLAT IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADJUSTING
CERTAIN LOT LINES AND/OR LOT CONFIGURATIONS WITHIN THE
EXISTING SUBDIVISION. NO NEW LOTS ARE CREATED HEREBY,
AND NO EXISTING PUBLIC STREETS, RIGHTS-OF-WAY, EASEMENTS,
OPEN SPACE, OR OTHER PUBLIC DEDICATIONS AS SHOWN ON THE
ORIGINAL FINAL PLAT ARE ALTERED, VACATED, OR AMENDED
EXCEPT AS SPECIFICALLY SHOWN HEREON.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE UNDERSIGNED HAS CAUSED THESE
PRESENTS TO BE EXECUTED THIS DAY OF , 2026.

SPENCER L. JONES, MEMBER
COTTONWOOD HOLLOW LLC

THE PURPOSE OF THIS AMENDED PLAT IS TO:
1. REMOVE LOT 10 AND ADJUST THE WIDTH OF LOTS 4-9.
2. REMOVE LOT 19 AND ADJUST THE WIDTH OF LOTS 13-18.

|, F. CLAY TOLBERT, CEDAR CITY SURVEYOR, DO HEREBY CERTIFY
THAT THIS AMENDED PLAT OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW
SUBDIVISION WAS EXAMINED AND ACCEPTED BY ME ON THIS
THE DAY OF , 2026.

F. CLAY TOLBERT - CITY SURVEYOR
CITY SURVEYOR'S APPROVAL

CEDAR CITY LAND USE AUTHORITY APPROVAL:

|, KENT J. FUGAL, CEDAR CITY LAND USE AUTHORITY/ENGINEER,
DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS AMENDED PLAT OF
COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION WAS EXAMINED AND
ACCEPTED BY ME AND IS HEREBY ORDERED TO BE FILED FOR
RECORD IN THE OFFICE OF THE IRON COUNTY RECORDER ON
THIS THE DAY OF , 2026.

KENT J. FUGAL - CITY LAND USE AUTHORITY/ENGINEER
CITY LAND USE AUTHORITY'S APPROVAL

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:
STATE OF )
S.S.
COUNTY OF )
ON THIS THE DAY OF , 2026, PERSONALLY

APPEARED BEFORE ME, SPENCER L. JONES WHO BEING BY ME
DULY SWORN, DID SAY THAT HE IS MEMBER OF COTTONWOOD
HOLLOW LLC, A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, WHO
EXECUTED THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT ON BEHALF OS SAID
COMPANY PURSUANT TO ITS GOVERNING DOCUMENTS AND
WITH FULL AUTHORITY TO DO SO, AND WHO ACKNOWLEDGED
TO ME THAT SUCH EXECUTION WAS VOLUNTARY AND
AUTHORIZED.

NOTARY PUBLIC

RESIDING IN IRON COUNTY
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:

1.

2.

10.

11.

12.

THE PROPERTY IS ZONED R-2-1 AND R-3-M.
PROJECT AREA: 8.75 ACRES

THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN FLOOD ZONE C, AREA OF
MINIMAL FLOODING BASED ON THE FEMA FLOOD
INSURANCE RATE MAP, IRON COUNTY, UTAH
(UNINCORPORATED AREAS) COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER
49007307258, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 17, 1986.

AIRPORT DISCLOSURE: THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN THE
TRAFFIC PATTERN ZONE.

SOILS AREA: THIS PROPERTY IS LOCATED OUTSIDE OF THE
CEDAR CITY HYDROCOMPATION SUSCEPTIBILITY MAP. SEE
GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY WATSON
ENGINEERING COMPANY, INC ON FILE WITH CEDAR CITY
CORP. (PROJECT NUMBER: 23-6705, DATED FEBRUARY 16,
2024).

UTILITY EASEMENTS ARE 10 FEET WIDE ALONG ALL FRONT
LOT LINES.

THE PROJECT IS NOT LOCATED IN THE WILDLAND URBAN
INTERFACE (WUI) ZONE AND IS NOT SUBJECT TO WUI
REGULATIONS.

PARCEL A IS A PRIVATE RETENTION POND DESIGNED TO
RECEIVE PUBLIC STORMWATER. THIS POND SHALL BE
MAINTAINED AND OPERATED BY THE COTTONWOOD
HOLLOW HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION IN PERPETUITY.

LOTS 1, 2, 3, & 37 WILL NOT ACCESS OFF OF 3000 NORTH
STREET.

PUBLIC STORM DRAIN EASEMENT TO BE MAINTAINED BY
HOA.

THE SANITARY SEWER MAINS AND LATERALS IN THE
SUBDIVISION DO NOT MEET CEDAR CITY'S STANDARDS FOR
DEPTH. BASEMENTS MAY BE RESTRICTED IN THIS
SUBDIVISION DUE TO SHALLOW SEWER DEPTH. SEWER
DEPTHS TO BE VERIFIED BY THE LOT OWNER PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.

INDIVIDUAL UNITS WILL BE LIMITED TO A TURF AREA OF
1,000 SQUARE FEET OR LESS PER SECTION 37-32-7-2-a
FOUND IN THE CEDAR CITY, UTAH ORDINANCES.

ﬁ .
ADDRESS: 655 W 200 N STE 150 PHONE:

(435) 586-0843

CEDAR CITY, UT 84720

DESCRIPTION:

BY:

DATE:

REVISION:

AMENDED PLAT OF
COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION
CEDAR CITY, IRON COUNTY, UTAH

WITHIN THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 27, T.35S.,R. 11 W., SLB&M

DRAWN BY:
H.K. HULET

CHECKED BY:
J.S. ADAMS

DATE: May 07, 2026

SCALE: N.T.S.

PAGE: 2 OF 2
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FAX: (435) 586-8567
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SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE:

1, ROBERT B. PLATT, PROFESSIONAL UTAH LAND SURVEYOR NUMBER 164659,
HOLD A LICENSE IN ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 58, CHAPTER 22, PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS LICENSING ACT AND HAVE COMPLETED A SURVEY
OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREON IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 17-23-17 AND
HEREBY CERTIFY ALL MEASUREMENTS AND DESCRIPTIONS ARE CORRECT. MONUMENTS
WILL BE SET AS REPRESENTED ON THIS PLAT. | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THIS PLAT
CORRECTLY REPRESENTS COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION, THE BOUNDARY OF
WHICH 1S DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

LA, - 7-/8-2025

ROBERT B. PLATT
UTAH P.L.5. #164659

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

BEGINNING N.89°57°39"E. ALONG THE EAST-WEST QUARTER SECTION LINE
1338.63 FEET AND N.0°08'08"W. 665.01 FEET FROM THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF
SECTION 27, TOWNSHIP 35 SOUTH, RANGE 11 WEST, SLB&M, SAID POINT BEING ON
THE EAST LINE OF THE SW1/4NW1/4 OF SAID SECTION 27; THENCE N.89°30'13"W.
ALONG THE BOUNDARY LINE OF GEMINI MEADOWS SUBDIVISION 766.44 FEET, THENCE
N.1°29'29"E. ALONG SAID SUBDIVISION BOUNDARY LINE 599,62 FEET TO THE SOUTH
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF 3000 NORTH STREET, THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A CURVE TO
THE LEFT WITH A RADIUS OF 4437.50 FEET A DISTANCE OF 104.93 FEET (THE CHORD OF
SAID CURVE BEARS N.89°04'05"E. 104.93 FEET), THENCE N.88°23'26"E. ALONG SAID
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE 343,75 FEET, THENCE S.0°06'06"E. 275.95 FEET, THENCE
N.8B9°57'48"E. 294.98 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF SAID SW1/4NW1/4 OF SAID SECTION
27, THENCE $.0°08'08"E., ALONG SAID 1/16TH LINE 341.82 FEET TO THE POINT OF
BEGINNING.

CONTAINS 8.75 ACRES OF LAND.

CITY ATTORNEY APPROVAL:

I, RANDALL MCUNE, CITY ATTORNEY FOR CEDAR CITY CORPORATION, DO HEREBY
CERTIFY THAT ! HAVE EXAMINED THIS FINAL PLAT OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW
SUBDIVISION AND THAT SAID PLAT MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS OF CEDAR CITY
CORPORATION PURSUANT TO TS ORDINANCES.

J%M’ y 3/t frs2s

CITY ATTORNEY DATE:

CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE:

THAT THJS FINAL PLAT OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION HAS BEEN APPROVED.

gtwﬁﬂ& ?’11/25

ATTESY CITV RECORDER ¢ DATE:
RENON SAVAGE

1, GARTH O. GREEN, MAYOR OF CEDAR CITY CORPORATION, DO HEREBY CERTIFY

CEDAR CITY LAND USE AUTHORITY APPROVAL:

I, KENT J. FUGAL, CEDAR CITY LAND USE AUTHORITY/ENGINEER, DO HEREBY
CERTIFY THAT THIS FINAL PLAT OF COTTONWOOQOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION WAS
EXAMINED AND ACCEPTED BY ME AND IS HEREBY ORDERED TO BE FILED FOR RECORD
IN THE OFFICE OF THE IRON COUNTY RECORDER ON THIS THE 7 34 DAY

oF Auensé 2025
U

/a5

KENT J. FHGAL - CITY LAND USE AUTHORITY/ENGINEER
CITY LAND USE AUTHORITY'S APPROVAL

CEDAR CITY SURVEYOR'S APPROVAL:

[, F. CLAY TOLBERT, CEDAR CITY SURVEYOR, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS FINAL
PLAT OF COTTONWOQD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION WAS EXAMINED AND ACCEPTED BY ME
ONTHISTHE [ DAY OF Az iy « T~ , 2025,

F. CLAY TOLBERT
CITY SURVEYOR'S

FINAL PLAT FOR

COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION

WITHIN THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 27, T. 35 S., R. 11 W.,, SLB&M
CEDAR CITY, IRON COUNTY, UTAH

UTILITIES NOTE:

UTILITIES SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT TO INSTALL, MAINTAIN, AND OPERATE THEIR
EQUIPMENT ABOVE AND BELOW GROUND AND ALL OTHER RELATED FACILITIES WITHIN THE
PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS IDENTIFIED ON THIS PLAT MAP AS MAY BE NECESSARY OR
DESIRABLE [N PROVIDING UTILITY SERVICES WITHIN AND WITHOUT THE LOTS IDENTIFIED
HEREIN, INCLUDING THE RIGHT OF ACCESS TO SUCH FACILITIES AND THE RIGHT TO REQUIRE
REMOVAL OF ANY OBSTRUCTIONS INCLUDING STRUCTURES, TREES AND VEGETATION THAT
MAY BE PLACED IN THE P.U.E. THE UTILITY MAY REQUIRE THE LOT OWNER TO REMOVE ALL
STRUCTURES WITHIN THE P.U.E. AT THE LOT OWNER'S EXPENSE, OR THE UTILITY MAY REMOVE
SUCH STRUCTURES AT THE LOT OWNER'S EXPENSE. AT NO TIME MAY ANY PERMANENT
STRUCTURES BY PLACED WITHIN THE P.U.E. OR ANY OTHER OBSTRUCTION WHICH INTERFERES
WITH THE USE OF THE P.U.E. WITHOUT THE PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE UTILITIES WITH
FACILITIES IN THE P.U.E.

ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER APPROVES THIS PLAT SOLELY FOR THE PURPOSE OF
CONFIRMING THAT THE PLAT CONTAINS PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS. ROCKY MOUNTAIN
POWER MAY REQUIRE OTHER EASEMENTS IN ORDER TO SERVE THIS DEVELOPMENT. THIS
APPROVAL DOES NOT CONSTITUTE ABROGATION OR WAIVER OF ANY OTHER EXISTING RIGHTS,
OBLIGATIONS OR LIABILITIES PROVIDED BY LAW OR EQUITY. THIS APPROVAL DOES NOT
CONSTITUTE ACCEPTANCE, APPROVAL OR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF ANY TERMS CONTAINED IN
THE PLAT, INCLUDING THOSE SET FORTH IN THE OWNER'S DEDICATION AND THE NOTES AND
DOES NOT CONSTITUTE A GUARANTEE OF PARTICULAR TERMS OF ELECTRIC UTILITY SERVICE.

POST OFFICE APPROVAL:

THE UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE HEREBY APPROVES THE LOCATIONS SHOWN FOR

o7llzs

DATE:

UTILITY COMPANIES APPROVAL:

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED PUBLIC UTILITY COMPANIES, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT WE APPROVE
THIS FINAL PLAT OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION AND DO NOT REQUIRE ANY
ADDITIONAL EASEMENTS OTHER THAN THOSE SHOWN ON THIS PLAT.

L

&Du.« 7420/25‘
ROCRY MOUNTAIN POWER ATE:

7-20-1LS

DATE:

DATE
7-30-25"
SOUT? NTRAL COMMUNICATIONS DATE:
—ZEF 7/30/25
INFOWEST ~ ' DATE: 4

OWNER'S CERTIFICATE OF DEDICATION:

KNOWN ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: THAT THE UNDERSIGNED SPENCER JONES,
MEMBER OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW LLC, A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, ARE THE
LAWFUL OWNERS OF THE TRACT OF LAND INCLUDED WITHIN THE BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
SHOWN HEREON AND HAVE CAUSED THE SAME TO BE TO BE PLATTED AND DIVIDED INTO LOTS,
STREETS, AND EASEMENTS.

BE iT FURTHER KNOWN, THE OWNERS PO HEREBY DEDICATE, GRANT, AND CONVEY TO
THE PUBLIC, ALL STREETS AND RIGHT-OF-WAY SHOWN HEREON, THAT OWNERS ALSO DO
HEREBY GRANT AND CONVEY TO CEDAR CITY CORPORATICN ALL PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS
FOREVER AS IRREVOCABLE PERMANENT NON-EXCLUSIVE PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS AS
SHOWN AND DESCRIBED HEREON.

j/v ‘ - 1-36-25
SPENCBER L JONES, MEMBER DATE:
COTTONWOOD HOLLOWLLC,

A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

" ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:
STATE OF UT 74 H )
- 1SS,
COUNTY OF J»/?O/\/ )
ONTHE 30 paYOF Jul % , 2025., PERSONALLY APPEARED

BEFORE ME SPENCER L JONES, AS A DULY AUTHORIZED MEMBER OF COTTONWOOD HOLLOW
LLC, A UTAH LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY, WHO EXECUTED THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT ON
BEHALF OF SAID COMPANY PURSUANT TO ITS GOVERNING DOCUMENTS AND WITH FULL
AUTHORITY TO DO 50, AND WHO ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT SUCH EXECUTION WAS

VOLUNTARY AND AUTHORIZED.
W/

"NOTARY PUBLIC =

&

LATT

LATT, INC
CONSULTING
CIVIL ENGINEERS

&
LAND SURVEYORS

195 N. 100 E.
CEDAR CITY, UT 84720

TEL: (435) 586-6151
FAX: {435) 586-8567

EMAIL:
PLATT@INFOWEST.COM

- tiew, WILLIAM TYLER MELLING

' X\ NOTARY PUBLIC
@ 8 STATE OF UTAH
N COMM. # 733345

il COMM. EXP. 09-25-2027

MY COMMISSION EXPIRes: 1 ~2S5 - 2027

DESCRIPTION

REVISION
DATE
DATE:
DATE
DATE

NOTES:

1. THE PROPERTY IS ZONED R-2-1 AND R-3-M.

2. PROJECT AREA: 8.75 ACRES

3. THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN FLOOD ZONE C, AREA OF MINIMAL FLOODING BASED ON
THE FEMA FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP, IRON COUNTY, UTAH (UNINCORPORATED
AREAS) COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER 49007307258, EFFECTIVE DATE: JULY 17, 1986.

4. AIRPORT DISCLOSURE: THE PROPERTY IS LOCATED IN THE TRAFFIC PATTERN ZONE,

5. SOILS AREA: THIS PROPERTY IS LOCATED OUTSIDE OF THE CEDAR CITY HYDROCOMPACTION
SUSCEPTIBILITY MAP. SEE GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION PERFORMED BY WATSON
ENGINEERING COMPANY, INC ON FILE WITH CEDAR CITY CORP. (PROJECT NUMBER:
23-6705, DATED FEBRUARY 16, 2024).

6. UTILITY EASEMENTS WILL BE 10 FEET WIDE ALONG ALL FRONT LOT LINES.

7. THE PROJECT IS NOT LOCATED IN THE WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE (WUI) ZONE AND IS
NOT SUBJECT TO WUI REGULATIONS.

8. PARCELAIS A PRIVATE RETENTION POND DESIGNED TO RECEIVE PUBLIC STORMWATER.
THIS POND SHALL BE MAINTAINED AND OPERATED BY THE COTTONWOOD HOLLOW
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION IN PERPETUITY.

9. 10TS1,2, 3, &37 WILL NOT ACCESS OFF OF 3000 NORTH STREET.

10. PUBLIC STORM DRAIN EASEMENT TO BE MAINTAINED BY HOA.

11. THE SANITARY SEWER MAINS AND LATERALS IN THIS SUBDIVISION DO NOT MEET CEDAR
CITY'S STANDARDS FOR DEPTH. BASEMENTS MAY BE RESTRICTED IN THIS SUBDIVISION DUE
TO SHALLOW SEWER DEPTH. SEWER DEPTHS TO BE VERIFIED BY THE LOT OWNER PRIOR
TO CONSTRUCTION.

12. INDIVIDUAL UNITS WILL BE LIMITED TO A TURF AREA OF 1,000 SQUARE FEET OR LESS PER
SECTION 37-32-7-2-a FOUND IN THE CEDAR CITY, UTAH ORDINANCES.

FINAL PLAT FOR
COTTONWOOD HOLLOW SUBDIVISION

CEDAR CITY, IRON COUNTY, UTAH

WITHIN THE NW1/4 OF SECTION 27, T.35S., R. 11 W,, SLB&M

DRAWN BY:
H.K. HULET

CHECKED BY:
R.B. PLATT

DATE:Jul 17, 2025
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