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City of Hyde Park
113 East Center
Planning Commission
Meeting minutes
May 20, 2026
7:00 pm

Call to Order & Take Roll
Commission Chair Melinda Lee called the meeting to order at approximately 7:05 PM. Chair Lee conducted roll call and identified those present.
Present: Commission Chair Melinda Lee, Commissioner Michael Mowes, Commissioner Charlene Williams, Commissioner Ned Hansen
Absent: Commissioner Heather Taylor
City staff present
City Planner Machael Layton, City Administrator Marcus Allton
Others present
Bryan Cox, Dave Fowles, Thayne Braegger, Bryce Goodin

Opening Remarks
Commission Chair Lee led the Commission in an invocation and the Pledge of Allegiance.
Approval of Minutes
Chair Lee asked if any commissioners had comments or corrections to the minutes from the April 15, 2026, meeting. Commissioners Mowes, Hansen, and Williams indicated they had no issues with the minutes as presented.
Motion to approve the minutes from April 15, 2026, meeting as written was made by Commissioner Mowes and seconded by Commissioner Hansen. The motion carried unanimously.
Planning Staff Report
City Planner Machael Layton delivered the planning staff report and offered two announcements. First, she informed the Commission that the city had brought on an intern from Utah State University who had been working and training alongside staff that day, and that commissioners and members of the public might see him present at the building. Second, and more consequentially for the evening's agenda, City Planner Layton announced that agenda item 6b — Recommendation for Schreiber Foods Development Agreement had been pulled from the agenda at the request of the applicant and would therefore not be heard that evening.

Administrative Items    
Recommendation for Steve Regan Site Plan Amendment 
City Planner Layton presented the staff report for this item, noting that the applicant's representative, Cody Bartlett, did not appear to be in attendance. She directed the Commission's attention to the previously distributed meeting minutes from the Planning Commission meeting at which the original site plan was approved, along with its conditions.
Background and Context
Layton explained that since the original site plan approval, construction on the structure had begun and was partially complete. During the inspection process, it was discovered that the building had been erected in a slightly different location than what the approved site plan called for. The city requested as-built specifications along with any other proposed changes. The applicant's submitted amendment requested two significant modifications from the original approval: (1) that a portion of the originally planned warehouse building not be constructed, and (2) that certain site improvements required under the original site plan approval not be completed at this time.
Layton then displayed both the original and the amended site plans on the large screen for the Commission's reference. She walked through the differences, explaining that the amended plan proposed to leave unpaved a significant section of the western parking area — including what was designed as a paved delivery way — and to defer other concrete, curbing, sidewalk, and pavement improvements within a designated blue line on the amended plan. She clarified that the applicant did indicate they would still construct the stormwater retention pond.
DRC Review and Findings
Layton acknowledged an error in her staff report, clarifying that the item had not gone before a public hearing of the Planning Commission — only to the Development Review Committee (DRC), which met on May 12th. She reported that the DRC did not support the proposed amendment for two primary reasons:
The first concern was stormwater management. The original stormwater pond and site drainage calculations were designed for the entire parcel, including the section that would remain unpaved under the amendment. Without the paved parking lot being completed, the DRC's engineering representative concluded that the unpaved area — which would remain gravel or bare dirt — would generate significantly increased runoff, causing the retention pond to fill prematurely and the site to no longer meet its Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) requirements.
The second concern was fire code compliance. The approved fire truck turnaround route required a truck to enter from the north, circulate through the parking lot, travel around the south, west, and back out. Because the building had been placed slightly closer to the property line than originally planned, there was insufficient physical space for a large fire truck to complete the required turning radius. Combined with the absence of a compacted hard surface on the western side, the fire department's DRC representative determined the site would not meet fire code as presented.
Layton also noted that it had come to the city's attention that rather than the building being used solely for the Steve Regan business as originally understood, the intention was now to bring in multiple tenants. This would require a tenant improvement permit and would necessitate a recalculation of parking requirements based on the mix and number of uses — calculations the applicant had not yet provided.
Commission Discussion
The discussion among commissioners was substantive. Commissioner Hansen opened by suggesting that the fire truck turnaround issue was the more definitive problem, characterizing it as a "deal breaker" because, unlike stormwater calculations which might potentially be revised to account for percolation through gravel, the physical constraints of the building's placement could not be easily resolved. He acknowledged that stormwater might theoretically be workable — noting that water percolates through gravel differently than off pavement — but maintained that the fire access issue was likely insurmountable without significant changes.
Commissioner Mowes raised a practical question about whether a simple correction to the plan — such as explicitly specifying "compacted road base" rather than leaving the surface type ambiguous — might be sufficient to satisfy the fire department's concerns. Layton clarified that the DRC's role was to evaluate what was submitted, not to consult applicants on how to correct deficiencies. As submitted, the fire department's answer was that the plan was not acceptable. She confirmed that if the applicant wished to make corrections, the amended plan would need to return to the DRC for review and then back to the Planning Commission for a recommendation.
Commissioner Mowes also asked whether, if the fire department independently confirmed a specific change would satisfy their requirements, the plan could bypass the full review cycle. Layton was clear that the process requires changes to go back through DRC first and then return to Planning Commission for another recommendation — regardless of informal consultations.
Commissioners also flagged the stormwater issue independently. Layton reiterated that the engineering DRC comments were firm: the storm water calculations were made for the whole parcel, the pond was sized for the whole lot, and not completing the paved improvements would require an entirely new set of calculations. Chair Lee expressed that she was not satisfied with the stormwater piece either, reinforcing that both the fire and stormwater issues were problematic.
Commissioner Williams raised the question of whether the applicant had provided any timeline or rationale for the deferral of improvements, to which Layton responded that they had not given a specific date or reason, though Commissioner Hansen offered the informal observation that they had likely run short of funds.
Chair Lee also briefly raised questions about the lot's future subdivision intentions and the relationship between the UDOT-deferred highway improvements and the current site improvements. Layton clarified that the UDOT highway improvements had been deferred to the time of subdivision, that the property was currently one parcel, and that the Center Street improvements had been completed and accepted by the city.
The Commission noted that the applicant was not present and therefore could not provide clarification. Commissioner Mowes wanted it clearly noted — for the benefit of anyone reviewing the record or the feedback letter — those specific corrections, such as specifying compacted road base, might be a path forward should the applicant choose to resubmit. Layton confirmed that the feedback letter sent after the meeting would communicate the Commission's findings to the applicant.
Motion to forward an unfavorable recommendation to the Zoning Administrator for the Steve Regan Site Plan Amendment was made by Commissioner Hansen and seconded by Chair Lee. The motion carried unanimously.

Legislative Items
a. Public Hearing for Ordinance 2026-05 Use Table 
City Planner Layton presented the proposed amendments to the city's land use table under Ordinance 2026-05. She reminded the Commission that a public hearing on this item had been properly opened and closed at a prior meeting, with no public comments received. The item was now before the Commission for a recommendation to the City Council, which holds authority to adopt the ordinance and codify the changes.
Overview of Changes
Layton displayed the land use table and walked the Commission through the scope of the revisions. She characterized the primary effort as a comprehensive cleanup and reorganization rather than a wholesale policy change. She described several categories of corrections: residential uses that had been incorrectly listed under residential (such as public stables and fruit and vegetable stands, are not residential uses) had been relocated to the commercial section where they belong. Similarly, certain industrial uses that had been listed under commercial and vice versa were corrected.
A significant structural improvement was the addition of a "use-specific standards" column in the table. Layton explained that under the current table, someone looking up a use such as outdoor amusement can see whether it is permitted in each zone but has no direct link to the section of code that governs the development standards for that use. The new column would eventually contain specific code section references — such as a citation to a particular section number — so that applicants, residents, and staff can immediately navigate to the applicable standards. She acknowledged this column would take time to fully populate but emphasized its importance for transparency and ease of use. Commissioners expressed agreement, noting that being told to "search through the land use code and see what you can find" was not a workable approach.

New Uses Added
Layton described three new uses that were added to the table that had not been there before: wind, solar, and power plant facilities; data centers; and detention center facilities. She explained that these topics had been a focus at a recent planning conference she attended, and that guidance from that conference made clear these uses needed to be explicitly addressed in the table. Because the Commission had not yet deliberated on where these uses should or should not be allowed in the city, they were added as not permitted in any zone. The Commission could address appropriate zoning designations and development standards for each in future code amendment proceedings.
ADU Update
Layton also noted that since the city had recently removed the conditional use permit (CUP) requirement for accessory dwelling units (ADUs), that CUP requirement was correspondingly removed from the use table as well.
Commission Discussion
Commissioner Hansen said he found the revised table significantly easier to read and navigate than the previous version. He mentioned that in reviewing it, he noticed some entries — particularly under mountain recreation — that seemed inconsistent or out of place, suggesting those might warrant future discussion. Layton agreed that identifying those kinds of anomalies was precisely the value of doing periodic reviews and updates.
Chair Lee noted that while the document was improved, she would still benefit from horizontal guidelines across every three to five rows to help track across wide columns without losing one's place on the page. Commissioner Williams agreed, and Layton acknowledged the difficulty, noting she experiences the same challenge working with the table daily.
Commissioner Mowes returned to a point raised in the minutes from the prior meeting: the Commission had discussed adding explicit language stating that any use not listed in the table is prohibited by default. He asked whether that language could be incorporated into the table, perhaps as a footnote. Layton confirmed that this language could be included and suggested it be incorporated into the motion.
Commissioner Williams formulated a motion that captured both the recommendation for adoption and the added condition regarding unlisted uses.
Motion to forward a favorable recommendation to City Council for the adoption of Ordinance 2026-05 amending the Land Use Table, with the condition that text be added to the table stating that any use not specifically listed is prohibited by default, was made by Commissioner Williams and seconded by Commissioner Hansen. The motion carried unanimously.
b. Recommendation for Schreiber Foods Development Agreement
This item was pulled from the agenda at the request of the applicant prior to the meeting, as noted in the Planning Staff Report. No discussion or action was taken.


Discussion Items
Recommendation for Aspen Grove DA 
Chair Lee clarified at the outset that this was a discussion item only — not a voting item — and that the Commission's role at this stage was to consider whether the proposed arrangement warrants a formal development agreement, and to provide preliminary feedback to the applicant ahead of a properly noticed public hearing.
City Planner Layton introduced Bryce Goodin of Visionary, the development company, who was present to present the project and answer questions.
Project Overview
Bryce Goodin provided a comprehensive overview of the Aspen Grove project. He explained that the primary parcel was acquired from a previous owner along 600 South, and that Visionary had worked to assemble as many adjacent parcels as possible to create a single cohesive development rather than having multiple independent projects on neighboring lots proceed piecemeal under their separate zoning designations. The assembled parcels span two different zones: the southern parcel falls within the Mixed Use (MX) zone, while the remainder falls within the Residential Transition (RT) zone. The city also owns two parcels on the northern end of the site.
Goodin described the overall project as approximately 196 residential units, coming in at just under 11 units per acre in overall density. He acknowledged that the mixed configuration of zoning districts and the relatively narrow, elongated shape of some of the northern parcels made designing a coherent project under the existing zone standards challenging, particularly for the RT zone which has specific requirements that do not lend themselves well to the dimensions of those lots.
The Park and Land Swap
A central element of the proposal is the creation of a public park in the middle of the development. Goodin explained that Visionary had engaged six groups of Utah State University students to develop design concepts for the park, and that rather than a conventional grass-and-playground layout, the student concepts emphasized nature-oriented features. The wetland corridor running through the site would be preserved and enhanced. Proposed amenities drawn from the student designs included fire pits, hammock areas, a sledding hill created by integrating detention ponds into landscaped mounds, a boardwalk across the wetland, trails, and an amphitheater. Goodin was clear that these were proposed concepts intended to generate feedback — nothing was yet fully solidified.
Goodin proposed that Visionary would build this park at its own expense and then dedicate it to the city as a public park. In connection with this, a land swap was proposed involving the two city-owned parcels. One city parcel would be exchanged for a parcel currently owned by Visionary that would become part of the park area. The other city parcel — located east of 200 West — would be transferred to Visionary to allow for residential development, with Visionary transferring land elsewhere to make the geometry work. Goodin described the arrangement as something of a "real estate Rubik's cube," with the mechanics of the swap described in detail within the development agreement document.
Additionally, Goodin indicated that a separate piece of property on Wolfpack Way, which Visionary had not yet determined a use for, was being proposed for dedication to the city. He noted that the idea of a sub fire station had come up in prior conversations with city staff and council members — given that current fire services run from Smithfield — and that the parcel was large enough to accommodate even a larger-scale fire station if needed. This dedication was proposed to occur when Phase 1 of the subdivision is recorded.
Commercial Component
For the corner parcel in the Mixed-Use zone at the intersection of major roads, Goodin described an approximately 1.25-acre commercial pad. He explained that rather than Visionary constructing a commercial building — which is outside their expertise as a residential developer — the proposal was to prepare the site with utilities stubbed, grade it appropriately, and then sell the pad to a commercial developer when the market supports it. The commercial developer would then come before the city with their own site plan and use proposals. Goodin provided commercial rendering concepts showing the range of possibilities, from a single drive-through restaurant to a multi-unit strip commercial configuration, to give the Commission a sense of scale and viability.
Layton clarified for the Commission that this approach is different from what the Mixed-Use zone would normally require, where a developer must build a certain amount of commercial floor area before adding more residential units. The development agreement would essentially allow Visionary to deviate from those sequencing requirements.
Residential Design and Architecture
Goodin shared detailed architectural renderings and a color and material key for the proposed residential units. He emphasized that the project would feature at least two distinct building types — including what he described as a "mansionette" style along Wolfpack Way, where two-story center units are flanked by single-story end units to create a varied roofline — and that no two adjacent buildings would be identical. Units would be alternated between craftsman and contemporary styles with specified color schemes down to fascia, post, and stone veneer colors. All units fronting Wolfpack Way or 600 South would be rear loaded, meaning garages and vehicle access would face internal community roads rather than the public street, presenting a more attractive face to passersby and reducing traffic conflict points on the busier roads.
Goodin referenced a completed Visionary project in Logan at approximately 1800 South and 1200 West as a comparable community that commissioners were invited to visit. He noted that a former city planning staff member had lived in that development and could speak to its quality.
Commission Feedback and Discussion
The discussion that followed was wide-ranging and substantive.
Commissioner Hansen raised what he described the RT zone's requirements were specifically crafted following significant community input from existing residents who live adjacent to the development area, who had expressed strong concerns about the proximity of attached townhomes to their established single-family homes. He felt that the development agreement should explicitly require the residential development in the RT zone portions to honor, or at least substantially satisfy, the intent of the RT zone's transition requirements, and that any deviations from those standards would need to be explicitly negotiated and stated in the agreement. He acknowledged that this might create constraints for the developer but was firm that protecting the interests of those established residents was a priority for him in reviewing the final document. Goodin acknowledged the feedback and reiterated his view that the current proposal represents far less impact than what is legally permissible under the existing MX zone — which he suggested could allow five-story apartment buildings at 25 or more units per acre.
Commissioner Mowes offered a design suggestion for the narrow northern parcels, proposing the possibility of starter homes arranged with a central private drive, facing inward, with rear elevations toward Wolfpack Way and the eastern residents. He acknowledged this would reduce the developer's profit margin but noted it would give residents something they could own independently without a shared wall. Goodin responded thoughtfully that Visionary had in fact explored a single-family concept for those parcels and found that the shape and dimensions produced double-fronted lots that face two streets — which tend to result in neglected frontages and a visual of blank fence lines from the public road. He cited a Visionary-affiliated project that demonstrated the challenge. He indicated he believed the site is not well-suited to that design and felt the project as proposed was still meaningfully better for neighbors than a denser alternative.
Chair Lee offered perspective on the community integration side of the discussion, noting that while neighbors predictably resist new higher-density development in advance, in her observation, once people move in, meet each other's families, and become part of the community fabric, those concerns tend to dissolve. She expressed a concern, however, about the long-term health of HOAs, saying she has struggled to be confident that HOAs function well twenty years out and wondered whether there were any stronger guarantees possible beyond hoping for the best.
Goodin responded at length on the HOA topic. He explained that Visionary conducts formal reserve studies for its HOA communities — studies that assess the lifespan of all building components, estimate replacement costs, and project appropriate reserve funding levels. He noted that Visionary's HOA fees are intentionally set somewhat higher than some competitors precisely to ensure that when the HOA is turned over to homeowners, there is adequate funding in reserves and a realistic ongoing fee structure. He contrasted this with developers who minimize fees to accelerate sales and then leave homeowners to raise fees and address underfunded reserves after turnover. He noted that HOA coverage in their projects typically includes exterior building elements such as roofing and siding — given that replacing one unit's roof in isolation would create visible inconsistencies across a shared roofline — as well as landscaping and snow removal. He indicated driveways were more likely to fall on homeowners depending on the specific configuration.
Goodin further explained a proposal included in the development agreement regarding impact fee adjustments. Because the city requires utilities within private streets to also be privately maintained, the HOA — rather than the city — would bear long-term maintenance costs for internal utilities. In recognition of this, Goodin proposed that a portion of the impact fees that would normally go to the city be redirected as seed funding into the HOA's reserve accounts. He used water as an example, suggesting that while the city still needs impact fee contributions toward its broader infrastructure such as wells and storage tanks, a portion could instead be placed directly into the HOA reserves to fund the private infrastructure maintenance burden the HOA would carry. Chair Lee indicated she found this proposal meaningful and appreciated the intent behind it.
Commissioner Williams raised the issue of owner-occupancy ratio requirements. She expressed concern from her real estate experience that townhomes, condominiums, and small-unit attached housing are attractive targets for investors, and that without restrictions, investors could acquire a disproportionate share of units, bidding up prices and ultimately affecting affordability and long-term comps for all subsequent sales. She argued that a development agreement was an appropriate vehicle to require an owner-occupancy ratio — perhaps 75 to 80 percent — as a deed restriction. She noted that this type of restriction does not require active city enforcement because lenders, title companies, and escrow agents verify owner-occupancy ratios during transactions and will decline to proceed if a ratio threshold would be breached. She described this as the most important single issue she would want addressed in the development agreement and noted she had been advocating for this mechanism with any higher-density housing proposal before the Commission. Goodin was receptive to the concept, noting that Visionary had done deed-restricted workforce housing in Logan in partnership with another entity, with resale restrictions of approximately five years to prevent flipping. He indicated he would look into owner-occupancy ratio mechanisms used in other communities and report back.
Layton clarified for the Commission that the formal development agreement document had been distributed in their packets and included, among other things, the full set of exhibits describing road design, parking layout, and park elements, as well as a benefit analysis table near the end of the document. She reminded commissioners that while Goodin had provided useful visual context, the formal scope of the development agreement recommendation is specifically about the terms of the agreement itself — the land swap, the bonus density exchange, the park commitment, and the various conditions — and not about evaluating the subdivision layout, which would come at preliminary and final plat stages.
Commissioner Mowes summarized the discussion by stating that it appeared a development agreement was clearly necessary for this project to proceed as proposed, given the land swap, the proposed bonus density, and the departure from standard mixed-use sequencing requirements. The Commission generally agreed that the discussion had been productive and would help the applicant prepare for the formal public hearing.
Goodin committed to providing an updated site plan and commercial renderings for the next meeting, and invited commissioners to review the benefit analysis table in the distributed development agreement and bring any questions to the public hearing.

Future Items
Future Items: Next meeting June 3, 2026 
Chair Lee confirmed that the next regular meeting is scheduled for June 3, 2026. Commissioner Mowes indicated he would likely be absent but would attempt to participate via Zoom if possible. Commissioners Hansen and Williams indicated they expected to be present. Chair Lee confirmed that a quorum would be available and that the June 3 meeting date stands.


Adjourn

There being no further business, Chair Lee adjourned the meeting at 8:55 pm without objection.


______________________________________________________________________
Colette Dursteler
Planning Assistant
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