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Call to Order & Take Roll
Commissioner Michael Mowes called the meeting to order at approximately 7:00 PM on Wednesday, August 19, 2026, in the Council Chambers at 113 E Center, Hyde Park, Utah.
Present: Commissioner Michael Mowes (Acting Chair), Commissioner Heather Taylor, Commissioner Charlene Williams, Commissioner Ned Hansen, Commissioner Melinda Lee (attending remotely via Zoom)
City staff present: City Administrator Marcus Allton, City Planner Machael Layton.

Others present: Thayne Braegger, Dave Fowles, Blake Parker, Shawn Parker, Josh ?, Kevin Flint, ? Allred?, Brett Allred, Mike Hossack, Julie Hossack, Kelly Harmon, Katherine McConkie, David James.

Opening Remarks
Chair Taylor offered the invocation then led those present in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Approval of Minutes: Meeting August 5, 2026 
Commissioner Mowes opened the floor for review of the minutes from the August 5, 2026, meeting. Commissioner Lee, attending via Zoom, offered several corrections she had submitted in advance. She noted the following items requiring amendment: a name spelled with an "L" instead of a "B" (Anderson); an error in the record of who made the second on the additional use permit motion, which should have been attributed to Commissioner Lee rather than another commissioner; an incorrect spelling of the name Bryan Cox; and identification of a previously unnamed resident who had since been identified.
No other commissioners had additional corrections to offer.
Commissioner Hansen moved to approve the minutes of the August 5, 2026 meeting as corrected per Commissioner Lee's noted changes. Commissioner Williams seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.



Planning Staff Report
City Planner Machael Layton opened her report by drawing commissioners' attention to a set of Robert's Rules of Order quick-reference guides that had been placed at the dais. She noted that having these available was intended to help the commission conduct meetings more smoothly and consistently, particularly when it came to making and managing motions, corrections, and other procedural matters. Commissioners were encouraged to study and use them.
Layton then provided an update on the current applications in the planning queue. She noted that the Aspen Grove Development Agreement was currently with the Development Review Committee and would be coming before the Planning Commission and then City Council with a recommendation. She also noted one large-lot subdivision, two site plans, a Gateway Development Agreement amendment, and two mixed-use subdivisions that were all working toward code compliance in preparation for future submissions. She acknowledged that the current period was relatively quiet in terms of legislative and administrative items but indicated that would change shortly as these applications progressed.

Administrative Items   
Schreiber Foods DA Recommendation
Marcus Allton delivered a detailed PowerPoint presentation on the proposed Development Agreement between Schreiber Foods and Hyde Park City. He prefaced the presentation by noting that many people across the city had been involved at various levels in the long negotiation process, and that the presentation was intended to give the Planning Commission a snapshot of the key provisions and their implications, with questions to follow at the end.
Background and Benefits
Marcus explained that discussions with Schreiber Foods began in February 2025. The process had involved master plan reviews, site plan meetings with engineers and city staff, and extended legal drafting. The annexation of the relevant property was pending consideration by the City Council the following Tuesday, August 25, with a public hearing on the development agreement also scheduled for that meeting. The overarching goal was to get the annexation approved, the agreement executed, and the first building application submitted shortly thereafter.
Before reviewing the agreement's specific provisions, Marcus outlined several broad benefits to the city that, while not explicitly enumerated in the agreement itself, were important context. These included an estimated $140,000 per year in property tax revenue from Phase 1 alone, approximately 75 jobs to be created — many of them skilled positions supporting automated systems — and a long-term partnership with an established, community-oriented organization. He noted that Schreiber Foods had a strong presence in the Logan area, donating to food pantries, CAPSA, and other community organizations. The project would encompass approximately 120 acres near the railroad tracks over a 15-year partnership horizon.
Marcus structured his presentation using a color-coded system: green for provisions strongly beneficial to the city, yellow for provisions that staff was comfortable with but warranted commission discussion, and red for provisions that city staff did not have authority to approve unilaterally and required guidance from the Planning Commission and City Council.
Vested Rights (Yellow)
The agreement proposed to vest the development rights of the project — freezing applicable development standards under current code — for the full 15-year term. This would include a defined list of approved uses, specifically food manufacturing and food warehousing, as well as any other uses otherwise permitted in the Industrial zone. Marcus acknowledged that vesting for 15 years is not unusual in development agreements of this scale, but noted that the city has changed dramatically over comparable time periods — the population having grown approximately 50% in the prior 15 years — and so there was a reasonable concern about locking in standards for that long. Staff indicated comfort with the provision if the uses were very specifically defined and the land use table was attached as an exhibit, but deferred to the commission and council on whether such a long vesting period was acceptable.
Public Infrastructure — Section 6 (Green)
After extended negotiation, Schreiber Foods had agreed to build all infrastructure required by their development. Marcus used the example of water line sizing: if the fire department required upsizing from an 8-inch to a 12-inch line, the developer would bear that cost. However, if the city requested further upsizing beyond what the project required — for example, to a 24-inch line to serve future regional needs — the city would bear the incremental cost of that upsizing. Staff noted this was already contemplated in state code and was viewed as a clear benefit, as the city would not need to fund infrastructure for Schreiber's project.
Storm Water Drainage — Section 7.5 (Green)
Schreiber Foods had agreed to work with the city to create regional storm water facilities on odd-shaped parcels that might result from the development's layout, with those parcels to be dedicated to the city. Marcus explained that storm water management was already a significant challenge in that area of the city — with existing groundwater infiltration issues on neighboring properties — and that this provision offered the city an opportunity to address those problems by creating facilities with capacity beyond just Schreiber's own drainage needs. The agreement stipulated that Schreiber would participate in planning for those parcels, which staff considered appropriate given that the developer would be giving up the land. Marcus noted that additional detail would be developed as the site plan evolved.
600 South Road Cross-Section (Yellow)
The developer requested a reduced road cross-section for 600 South — the roadway connecting to Phase 1 — due to the presence of the airport, which effectively terminates the road and limits its regional significance. The argument was that this road would serve primarily Schreiber's campus and some existing city infrastructure at the end, and that the airport was not anticipated to relocate. Staff approved the concept plan and indicated general comfort with the deviation but noted there was room for further discussion if the commission or council were not satisfied. An exhibit illustrating the proposed cross-section had been included in the agreement. Marcus also noted that approximately half of the road falls within Hyde Park and the other half within North Logan City, and that Schreiber's engineers had already reached out to North Logan City to coordinate construction of their portion.
1000 West Road Alignment (Red)
Marcus identified the 1000 West Road alignment as one of the more significant points of concern. In Hyde Park's address system, 1000 West runs through the proposed project site. The developer had agreed to build out their portion of the road through Phase 1 — extending the existing half-built section — and to dedicate the necessary right-of-way for the road throughout the rest of the project. However, the developer requested a deviation from the city's adopted master road plan, proposing that 1000 West be curved around their campus rather than run straight through it. This curving configuration would effectively terminate 900 West with a cul-de-sac rather than allowing it to connect to 1000 West.
Marcus displayed exhibits showing both the proposed alignment from the agreement and the current master road plan with annotated markings. He explained that the curved alignment was driven by Schreiber's desire to maintain a connected internal campus — allowing forklifts and equipment to travel between buildings without crossing a public road. He acknowledged that the Cache Metropolitan Planning Organization had verbally approved the reroute, indicating that regional connectivity — specifically the flow of traffic through the corridor — was their primary concern, not the precise alignment. He further noted that 900 West is on the city's master plan but not the CMPO regional plan, making it primarily a local decision. Marcus also clarified that the 800 West corridor — described as the Wolfpack Way equivalent on the other side of the highway — would not be affected by the agreement.
Successors and Assigns — Section 10 (Red)
The final major concern presented was the transferability of the agreement. Schreiber Foods requested that the development agreement be transferable to other parties, primarily to accommodate partner organizations involved in development, financing, and long-term maintenance of the site. Marcus noted that city staff and the city attorney were comfortable with transfers remaining within the Schreiber corporate umbrella, as partner organizations operating under Schreiber's direction would still represent the same partnership the city had negotiated. The concern arose if the property were to be sold to an entirely different entity with different goals. In that scenario, city staff and the attorney wanted the new entity to be required to renegotiate with the city, rather than inheriting the full benefit of a deal specifically crafted for Schreibers. Marcus emphasized that there had been no discussion of selling the property to a third party — Schreibers had consistently expressed commitment to a long-term presence — but that the city wanted appropriate protective language in place as a precaution.


Commission Discussion
Following the presentation, Commissioner Mowes confirmed that no public hearing was being held that evening, and that the public hearing would occur at the City Council meeting the following Tuesday. He also noted for the record that a different version of the development agreement had been circulated that morning but clarified that the version in the publicly available packet — referred to as Version 3 — was the controlling version for that evening's discussion, as the morning version contained unreviewed changes that had not been agreed upon by all parties' legal counsel.
Commissioner Taylor asked for clarification on the 15-year vesting period, specifically what the downside would be in practical terms. Marcus explained that with the city having grown so substantially in recent years, locking in today's code for 15 years created risk that the city might find itself unable to adapt its standards to changing conditions. Taylor also asked about the road curvature, inquiring whether a straight alignment was simply impractical given the proposed building layout. Marcus confirmed that running 1000 West straight through the site would bisect the campus and cut off Phase 3, which the developer found unworkable given their goal of an interconnected campus. Taylor indicated she did not find the road curvature itself particularly concerning from a commission standpoint.
Commissioner Hansen questioned why 900 West needed to terminate in a cul-de-sac rather than connecting into the curved 1000 West alignment. Marcus explained that Schreiber's engineers had flagged traffic issues with that connection and proposed the cul-de-sac as the solution. Hansen acknowledged the concern about the dead end but indicated it was not a hill he would "die on." He noted that the dedicated right-of-way for 1000 West would at least preserve the option to build that segment of road later, and expressed general comfort with the agreement, particularly noting that Schreiber's type of facility — highly automated, capital-intensive food manufacturing — tends to represent a far more significant and stable investment than most industrial users. He estimated that such facilities can cost ten to fifty times more to build than typical industrial structures, which translates to higher property tax value and greater long-term stability.
Commissioner Williams asked several probing questions about the balance of consideration in the agreement. She observed that from Schreiber's perspective, the concessions being granted — 15-year vesting and modification of the master road plan — were substantial. She asked whether the city's side of the equation was equally substantial, noting that the infrastructure provision (Section 6) seemed to be a cost that would exist regardless of any agreement since Schreibers would need that infrastructure for their own development anyway. Marcus clarified that Section 7.5 — the regional storm water facility — was genuinely over and above what Schreiber would need strictly for their own drainage, and that the city would receive land dedicated for a regional facility addressing pre-existing drainage problems in the area. Williams also inquired about the possibility of Schreibers generating sales tax revenue for the city, and Marcus acknowledged it was possible depending on how the company structured its internal transactions, though the city was not counting on sales tax as a revenue source and any such benefit would be a welcome surprise.
Williams also raised the issue of transferability, agreeing with the concern that the frozen standards could make the property more attractive to third-party buyers who would step into Schreiber's shoes and benefit from the vested rights without any of the original intent or partnership spirit that motivated the deal. She advocated for tight language around the purposes for which the property could be used if it were transferred.
Commissioner Lee, attending via Zoom, expressed strong reservations about two specific provisions. First, she raised a concern about storm water maintenance, questioning whether the agreement as drafted would result in the city bearing maintenance responsibility for storm water infrastructure that serves Schreiber's development. She pointed out that cities routinely decline offers from subdivisions and neighborhoods to take over storm water ponds because of the ongoing maintenance burden and suggested that it might be more appropriate for there to be two separate facilities — one maintained by Schreiber for their operational needs and one maintained by the city for regional purposes — rather than commingling the two. Second, Commissioner Lee raised a substantive objection to the road construction provisions, noting that the current agreement only required Schreibers to build their “half” of the road, only part way into Phase 1, with the remainder of 1000 West to be merely dedicated in right-of-way but not constructed. The city would be responsible for constructing the remainder of the road through Phase 1, and all of the road throughout Phase 2 & Phase 3.She argued that this was inconsistent with the city's standard practice, which requires developers to build infrastructure along the full length of their parcel for each phase. She further pointed out that the 1000 West alignment had been shifted so far to the east in the developer's proposal that a portion of the road would fall on adjacent property not owned by Schreiber, which she argued was not a good-faith approach. For these reasons, Commissioner Lee stated her recommendation would be that the City Council does not approve the development agreement as currently proposed.
Marcus addressed Commissioner Lee's road concern by explaining that the exactions doctrine under state code limits what the city can legally require a developer to build to infrastructure that is necessitated by their own development. Since Phases 2 and 3 would not be operational at the time Phase 1 is built, Schreiber's legal team argued that constructing the full road was not required under that standard. He acknowledged that the city's starting position in negotiations had been to require the full road, and that the current compromise — dedication of right-of-way without full construction — represented where both parties had landed. He emphasized that reopening the issue would likely cause delays and complications, though he acknowledged that since the commission is a recommending body, the council could choose to revisit it.
Commissioner Mowes offered several additional observations. He noted that the annexation — currently pending before the City Council — was the linchpin of the entire agreement, since the affected property was not yet within city boundaries. He expressed a desire to ensure that the alignment of 900 West remain open as a future possibility, and suggested that the commission should be cautious about agreeing to a dead-end road given that the evening's discussion items included an ordinance on subdivision improvement standards that expressed a preference against cul-de-sacs and hammerheads. He also flagged a concern about electrical and utility capacity, encouraging the City Council to ensure that Schreiber's energy demands — which would be significant for a cold storage and food manufacturing facility — would not create shortages or strain for existing city residents. He noted that having the land use table attached as an exhibit would be a prudent way to define allowable industrial uses with specificity.
After thorough discussion, the commission moved to formulate a recommendation to the City Council.
Commissioner Hansen moved to recommend that the City Council approve the Schreiber Foods Development Agreement, subject to further consideration of the following items: (1) the storm water provisions, specifically the need for clarity around ownership and maintenance responsibilities between the city and Schreiber Foods, with consideration given to separate facilities; (2) the 1000 West road alignment, including the possibility of preserving a connection between 900 West and 1000 West, and further discussion about whether Schreiber should be required to construct — not merely dedicate the right-of-way for — the full road; and (3) the transferability provisions, specifically ensuring that vested rights could not be inherited by a third party whose intended uses substantially differ from those of Schreiber Foods. Commissioner Taylor seconded the motion. The motion carried 4-1, with Commissioner Lee casting the dissenting vote. Commissioner Lee's dissent was noted as being based on her position that the road construction standard applied to other developers should apply equally here, and that the agreement as written did not demonstrate sufficient good faith on those terms.

Legislative Items & Public Hearings
There were no legislative items on the agenda for this meeting.

Discussion Items
i. Ordinance 2026-16 Subdivision Improvements Agreement 
City Planner Layton noted that the Subdivision Improvements Agreement, along with Ordinances 2026-17 and 2026-20, had been thoroughly discussed at prior meetings and that the red-line versions had not been changed since those discussions. She had included them on the agenda in case commissioners wished to revisit anything, but indicated that the substantive discussion was considered complete. She acknowledged, however, that she had missed the noticing deadline required to hold a public hearing on these ordinances at the August 19 meeting, and apologized for that oversight. Her intention was to notice all three ordinances for a public hearing at the September 2, 2026 regular meeting. No commissioners raised new concerns or requested additional discussion on this item.
ii. Ordinance 2026-17 Public Works/Private Roads 
Consistent with the note above, no additional discussion was requested on this ordinance. It was confirmed that it would be noticed for public hearing at the September 2 meeting.
iii. Ordinance 2026-20 LDR Zone and Standards 
Commissioner Hansen raised a question about the proposed maximum lot size of 25,000 square feet in the LDR zone, asking what would happen in cases where a lot had significant topographic challenges — such as a gully or ravine — rendering portions of the parcel unbuildable, potentially pushing the effective usable area below what would otherwise be achievable. Layton responded that this was precisely the type of situation a variance was designed to address: where a property characteristic outside the owner's control prevents use of the land in the same manner available to neighboring properties. She further explained that the maximum lot size was motivated by two goals — discouraging the combination of lots, which had historically caused the city to lose buildable units when property owners merged parcels simply to gain larger yards, and providing a code framework that would allow developers to build smaller lots without requiring a full rezone process, which had historically been burdensome and time-consuming.
Commissioner Hansen expressed reservations about the maximum lot size as a policy matter, stating that he had never been fully persuaded by the argument that larger lots cost the city more than they generate in revenue. He suggested the analysis he had seen was limited in scope, noting that smaller lots bring more residents, more traffic, more demand on police and other services, and more wear on roads. He observed that road deterioration is caused largely by cumulative traffic volume rather than the frontage of individual lots, and that a comprehensive cost-benefit analysis had not, in his view, been conducted.
Commissioner Williams agreed with Commissioner Hansen's skepticism, adding that she believed the city should not restrict property owners from merging lots or creating larger parcels if that was their preference and they were willing to pay for it. She argued that providing smaller lot options to developers was a positive step, but that the maximum should not be used to handcuff property owners on the other end of the spectrum. She observed that a significant part of Hyde Park's character and appeal came from its larger-lot residential feel, distinguishing it from neighboring communities, and that preserving that flexibility was important.
Layton acknowledged the discussion but clarified that the maximum lot size was not intended to be prohibitive — it still permitted lots slightly above a half-acre — and that the primary purpose of the zone revision was to expand developer options, not eliminate existing ones. She also noted that the slopes ordinance already adopted by the commission would require developers to grade and retain lots to usable condition, reducing the likelihood of unbuildable parcels within new subdivisions. She indicated that the red-line documents remained in the shared Box folder for commissioners to review further before the public hearing.
iv. Ordinance 2026-18 ADU Ordinance Revisions 
Layton presented proposed revisions to the city's ADU ordinance, framing them as part of the broader code cleanup and consistency effort. She structured her presentation around a series of slides.
Definition Placement: The ADU definition that had recently been adopted into the ADU ordinance — which mirrors the state's definition — was proposed to be relocated to the city's master definitions section, where it could be found alphabetically alongside other defined terms. Commissioners agreed this was preferable to having the definition buried within a specific ordinance. Commissioner Mowes noted the frustration of encountering duplicate or conflicting definitions across different parts of the code, and agreed that centralizing definitions was cleaner and more functional.
Short-Term Rental Prohibition: Layton proposed adding explicit language prohibiting ADUs from being used as short-term rentals — defined as occupancies of 30 days or fewer. The instrument for enforcing this prohibition, as well as other ADU standards, would be a deed restriction recorded against the property. The deed restriction would also specify that the DADU area could not exceed 1,000 square feet, that the DADU could not be sold separately from the main dwelling (i.e., condominiumized), and that occupancy could not exceed two persons per bedroom.
Commissioner Williams raised the question of whether Utah might follow California's lead in allowing ADUs to be condominiumized and sold as separate units, noting that California's state government had overruled local zoning to permit this. She suggested the commission should consider the implications if Utah were to adopt similar legislation, since the city's current DADU standards — with separate entrances, driveways, and parking — might make individual units more readily separable than anticipated. Layton acknowledged the concern but noted that the city had only recently begun allowing DADUs, and that any state-level legislative change would require revisiting the code at that time. She noted she was not aware of any current movement in Utah toward such a policy.
DADU Size Relative to Main Dwelling: Language was proposed stating that a DADU could not be larger than the main dwelling on the property, reinforcing the intended accessory nature of the structure. Commissioner Mowes raised the scenario of an older, smaller home — potentially under 1,000 square feet — where the owner might wish to build a new, larger main dwelling and convert the original structure to a DADU. Layton confirmed that this was a permissible approach as long as setback and other standards were met — the new, larger building would become the main dwelling and the original structure would become the DADU. She acknowledged such cases were exceptions and noted that code is generally written to address the majority of circumstances, with individual exceptions handled on a case-by-case basis.
Commissioner Hansen suggested that the deed restriction language referencing the 1,000 square foot maximum should be reworded to acknowledge that for properties with smaller primary dwellings, the applicable maximum would be less than 1,000 square feet, since the DADU cannot exceed the size of the main unit. Layton noted this as a drafting consideration.
Minimum Lot Size for DADUs: The proposed revision would decrease the minimum lot size required to have a DADU, scaled to align with the new LDR zone minimums. Under this approach, smaller lots would still be eligible for a DADU, but the DADU itself would need to be proportionally smaller.
Affordable Housing Contribution: Commissioner Williams raised the question of whether DADUs could be counted toward the city's moderate income housing plan requirements. Layton responded enthusiastically, agreeing that once the moderate income housing plan was updated, DADUs should absolutely be included. She noted that DADUs represent an organic, homeowner-driven way to incrementally add housing units without requiring large rezones or high-density development projects, which makes them a valuable and relatively uncontroversial tool for meeting state housing obligations.
Layton noted that the red-line ordinance was available in Box for further review, and that it would be incorporated into the legal review process before returning for a public hearing.
v. Ordinance 2026-19 Title 12 & 13 Cleanup Items ("Side Quests") 
Layton introduced this ordinance with a note that it was referred to internally as the "side quest" ordinance — a working title coined by staff member Kyle — though she acknowledged the title would be changed for formal purposes. She explained that as staff had worked through broader code revisions, they had identified a number of smaller inconsistencies, typographical issues, and outdated references across Titles 12 and 13 that warranted correction. The following items were presented:
Family Health, Stability, and Formation: The state legislature had passed a requirement that cities add language to their land use code stating that the city will consider the impact any proposed Title 12 ordinance amendment may have on family health, stability, and formation. Layton acknowledged the language was somewhat vague and that she was not entirely certain of its intended practical application. She noted she would be attending a planning association conference the following month where this requirement was expected to be discussed, and anticipated gaining greater clarity on its purpose and proper use.
Current Property Tax Requirement: Staff proposed adding language to the application completeness requirements stating that property taxes on the subject property must be current and paid in full before a land use application can be deemed complete. Layton noted this was standard practice in most municipalities and a logical addition to Hyde Park's code.
Unified Definition of "Structure": The definition of "structure" had been recently updated in the subdivision ordinance (Title 13) but the corresponding definition in the land use ordinance (Title 12) had not been updated to match. Staff proposed aligning the two. Commissioner Hansen suggested it would be cleaner to have a single shared definitions section rather than maintaining separate definitions in each title. Layton agreed this was the ideal long-term approach and committed to conveying that direction to Kyle.
Conditional Use Permit Reference: Section 12.10.80 of the code stated that a conditional use permit was required for all uses designated in "this title," which created a self-referential and somewhat unclear statement. Staff proposed completing the sentence to reference the land use table specifically, clarifying that a CUP is required wherever the letter "C" appears in the land use table. Layton also noted that the longer-term goal was to eventually reduce or eliminate conditional use permits altogether by strengthening development standards, leaving CPUs only where the commission specifically wished to retain discretionary review.
Public Institutional Development Limitation: Staff proposed adding language stating that applications for public institutional development and zoning amendments should be limited to areas within the annexation territory, consistent with the master plan and general plan. Layton explained that the general plan contemplated routing new institutional uses — such as future schools — to the annexed growth areas rather than into existing residential neighborhoods where infrastructure and road capacity are already strained. She cited the existing elementary school as an example of a situation where a school embedded in a residential neighborhood had created challenges for surrounding neighbors. She expressed the view that future schools and similar public uses would be better served — and would better serve the community — by being sited in areas with greater road capacity and room for appropriate buffering.



Future Items
i. ARIA Development Approvals Revocation
City Planner Layton briefed the commission on the ARIA development, one of the first mixed-use development approvals along the Wolfpack Way corridor. She explained that under the city's MXD development code, if a developer does not break ground within two years of approval, the approvals expire. ARIA had recorded its final plat but had not moved forward with any construction. The reason, Layton explained, was a persistent inability to secure a sewer easement — their planned connection route ran near the highway and required easements that had never been obtained.
Layton stated her intent to formally revoke ARIA's development approvals and noted she had already reached out to both the property owner and the developer to inform them of the city's intention. She had given them additional time — several months — to come forward with a request for an extension or to make meaningful progress but had not received any response since that initial conversation. She indicated the revocation would require a public hearing before the Planning Commission and that it would be scheduled for an upcoming meeting. The developer and property owner would have the opportunity to appear and speak against the revocation at that hearing.
ii. New MDR, HDR, CDR Zones and Standards in BOX
Layton informed the commission that work was underway on development standards for the medium density residential, high density residential, and small-lot residential zones. She noted that these standards were already evolving in the shared Box folder and that commissioners were welcome to review them at any time. The intention was to bring them forward as a discussion item the following month, allowing commissioners to see all density zone standards side by side to assess how minimum and maximum lot sizes, setbacks, and other parameters aligned across the spectrum.
iii. Next Regular Meeting September 2, 2026
Commissioner Mowes confirmed the next regular meeting was scheduled for Wednesday, September 2, 2026. Layton noted she would proceed with noticing Ordinances 2026-16, 2026-17, and 2026-20 for public hearing at that meeting, and expressed confidence that a quorum would be present. Commissioner Lee confirmed she expected to be in attendance in person. Commissioners Hansen and Mowes also confirmed availability.
Commissioner Williams noted she would be traveling on September 2 but would attempt to attend via Zoom if possible.
Commissioner Mowes noted that the Schreiber Foods public hearing would be held on Tuesday, August 25, 2026 — not the usual Wednesday — and encouraged any interested citizens to attend and offer public comment at that time.


Adjourn
Meeting adjourned at 8:56 pm.




______________________________________________________________________
Colette Dursteler
Planning Assistant
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