
Cedar City
10 North Main Street . Ced ar City, UT 84720

435-586-2950 . FAX 435-586-4362
www.cedarcity.org

Mayor
Maile Wilson-Edwards

Coun<il Membcrt
Ronald R. Adams
TerriW. Hartley
Craig E.lsom
W.Tyler Melling
R. Scott Phillips

City Manager
Paul Bittmenn

TheCityCouncilmeetingwillbeheldintheCouncilChambersattheCityoffice'10
North Main Strlet. The agenda will consist of the following itans:

I. Call to Order

II. Order Aporoval

III Administration Asenda
o Mayor and Council Business

o StaffComments

Public Aeenda
a Public Comments

IV

o Way fintling sigrrs in the downtown area' Don Boudreau/Maria Twitchell

Business

Public
F. Consider vicinity plan for the Shurtz Canyon PUD' 3164 S' Tipple Road' Watson

Engineering/Don Boudreau

z. C"itia* 
"iiinity 

plan for the Chelsey Subdivision, 2400 N' Lund Highway' Go

Civil/Don Boudreau

f . Conriao 
^ 

,"solution for the Historic Downtown Economic Committee' Jennie

Hendricks
+.Conria"rproposedchangestolanestripingandbikelanesaroundtheSUUloop'

Chris Hall./Brandon Wei ght

S. io"tiao upp*ving the Final Plat of Old Sorrel Townhomes PUD Phase 1' Watson

Eng./Tyler Romeril
O. C"-"tiA". 

"pproving 
the Final Plat of Old Sorrel Townhomes PUD Phase 2' Watson

Eng./TYler Romeril
z. coisiae. umending City ordinance Chapter 32-8(4)(F) pertaining to fencing
' ."qr;#for pTanned unit Developments. platt & Platt/Tyler Romeril

s. 
-p;bli" 

h"rri"g to consider an ordin*"" uu"utirg and accepting the second amended- -n""i 
pr"t 

"r 
s]ackstone phase I puD. Leavitr Land & Development/Tyler Romeril

f . ifiil ;;tg to consideian ordinance amending the general plan from C-entral- 
Commercial io Ulgh Oensity Residential on property located at 200 East Canyon

Commercial Drive. Ensign Eng'/Tyler Romeril

Administration
586-29s3

Airport
467-9404

Building and Zoning
865-4519

Economic Development
586-2770

City Engineer
586-2963

Parks & Recreation
865-9223

PublicWorks
586-2912

Cedar City
Festival City USA CITY COI,]NCIL WORK MEETING

ocToBER 20. 2021
5:30 P.M.



10. Public hearing to consider an ordinance amending the zone from Central Commercial
(CC) to Dwelling Multiple Unit (R-3-M) on property located at 200 East Canyon
Commercial Drive. Ensign Eng./Tyler Romeril

11. Public hearing to consider an ordinance amending the zone from Dwelling Multiple
Unit (R-3-M) to Student Housing District (SHD) on property located at 1025 West
200 South. Leavitt Land & Development/Tyler Romeril

12. Public hearing to consider an ordinance amending the general plan from Medium
Density Residential to Student Housing District on property locat ed, at 227 &231
South 1025 West and 222 South 900 West. Leavitt Land & Development/Tyler
Romeril

13. Public hearing to consider an ordinance amending the zone from Dwelling Two Unit
(R-2-2) to Student Housing District (SHD) on property locat d at 227 & 23 I South
1025 West and 222 South 900 West. Leavitt Land & Development/Tyler Romeril

14. Public hearing to consider an ordinance vacating and accepting the amended final plat
of Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase l. Excel Design/Tyler Romeril

15. Consider approving a road dedication located at 2620 North Commerce Center Drive.
Excel Design/Tyler Romeril

16. Public hearing to consider an ordinance amending the general plan fiom Central
Commercial to High Density Residential on property located at 2620 North
Commerce Center Drive. Excel Design/Tyler Romeril

17. Public hearing to consider an ordinance amending the zone from Central Commercial
(CC) to Dwelling Multiple Unit (R-3-M) on property located at 2620 North
Commerce Center Drive. Excel DesigilTyler Romeril

18. Public hearing to consider amending City Ordinance Chapter 26 Article XIV
regarding the Airports overlay zones. Jonathan Stathis

Slaf
19. Consider bids for HVAC Controls. Drew Jackson
20. Consider entering a Memorandum of Understanding with lron County, Enoch City

and the Central Iron County Water Conservancy District. Paul Bittrnenn
21. Closed Session. Property Negotiations & Pending Litigation

Renon Savage, MMC
Cedar City Recorder

The undersigned duly appointed and acting recorder for the municipality ofCedar City, Utah,
hereby certifies that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Agenda was delivered to the Daily News,
and each mernber of the governing body this I 86 day of Octob er, 2021 .

Renon Savage, MMC

Dated this 1 Sth day of October,2021.

CERTIFICATE OF DELIVERY:

Cedar City Recorder



Cedar City Corporation does not discriminate on the basis ofrace, color, national origin, sex,

religion age or disability in employment or the provision of services.

Ifyou are planning to attend this public meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in
accessing, understanding or participating in the meeting, please notifu the City not later than the
day before the meeting and we will try to provide whatever assistance may be required.



CEDARCITY
COUNCILAGENDAITEM I

STAFF INFORMATION SIIEET

TO: Mayor and Council

FROM: Donald Boudreau

DATE: October 6,2O21

SUBJECT: Consideration of the Shurtz Canyon PUD located at approximately 3164
S. Tipple Road.

Discussion: The subject PUD vicinity plan has been recommended for approval by the
Cedar City Plaruring Commission. A copy of the Planning Commission's
minutes is attached. Also attached is a copy of the PUD's Vicinity Plan
and Project Analysis. As required in the City's subdivision ordinance once

the Planning Commission recommends a PUD subdivision vicinity plan

for approval, the plan shall then be presented to City Council for your
review and approval, or approval subject to alterations, or disapproval.
The following is some general information concerning the subject PUD:

Developer-

PUD General Location-

Area Land Use Zone-

Number of Units-

Choice Lifestyles

3164 S. Tipple Road

Medium Density- R2-l

The project consist of 132 Single Family lots ranging in
size from approximately 8,000 to 35,000 square feet.



3- PUBLIC HEARING
PUD - Vicinity approx. 3164 S Tipple Rd. Choice

LifestylesAVatson Eng.
(Recommendation) Shurtz Canyon PUD

Adam said after talking with legal, he will abstain from voting on this item.
Tim Watson said this will be the Shurtz Canyon PUD. They will discuss staff item #l
with this as well. The development agreement came through a couple of months ago, and
they did not catch I item, so that is coming back through. This vicinity will be 132 lots.
They did the re-zoning, and this is now R-2- I ./ there will be two diflerent products even
though there will be 3 phases. This will be an up planned home, and in a different style.
There is a longer cul-de-sac along the bottom that will be custom homes on custom lots.
There will be a park in the middle. They also plan for a community center with amenities.
This vicinity does meet the new portion of the development agreement coming through
Iater tonight.
craig asked so this all supports the 3.6 maximum units per acre. Tim said it is actually at
2.4 units per acre. That does not include the park and open space. That would make it
even less dense.

Mary opened the public hearing.
Mike Shurtz with the fire deparanent said they need to be aware this development is
more than 5 miles from the cedar city fire station and is outside the ISo protection area.
Craig said that will impact those residences as far as insurance goes.
Mike said this would be Class 9 or 10 where Cedar City protection is Class 4, and this
would have the potential to impact their insurance. The long term is that these will impact
the overall rating for the City and that class can have an impact on the entire city.
Mike was asked if there are plans for a new station in this area? Mike said there are
always plans. They do need to ke€p up as the City keeps growing.

Mary asked then, what would be the obligation for this development so the residents
there know they may have insurance issues. It was suggested that a note be plac3ed on
the final plat stating the Fire Protection rating and where this area will fall.
Mike said he has no preference, there will already be the Wildland Urban Interface
(WUI) note on this map as they are in that zone area. just so all the buyers are aware they
are also in a certain protection zone as far as firefighting response goes.
Tyler said they can just direct staffto make sure that note is on the final map. Trevor said
before this goes before the City Council, they will get that note on the final plat.

Mary closed the public hearing.
Craig made a motion to give a positive recommendation to the City Council for this
vicinity of the Shurf Canyon PUD; seconded by Ray and the vote was unanimous
with Adam abstaining.



;

Choice
Builders

September 22, 2021

Rr: Project Analysis for Courtyards at ShurE Canyon PUD

Choice Builders intends to develop the Courtyards at Shurtz Canyon. This is a new development
targeted toward the active adult demographic. These types of communities are designed to serve
an older adult population that are typically 55 years and older. Although the offered house
models and community will be designed for the active adult demographic, the Courtyards is not
deed restricted to any age and all age groups may purchase and live there.

Home prices will start in the low $400 thousands. We intend to develop in three phases. ln Phase
1, we'll offer four plans ranging in size from approximately 1,400 Square Feet, SF, to nearly
3,000 SF. Each ofthese initial plans will offer a private side courtyard. In Phase 2, we'll add
three more floorplans that will add a rear yard in lieu ofa side yard. Phase 3 will continue to
offer all floorplans.

During Phase l, we will remodel an existing building into a 4,000 SF community center with
landscaped open space to include a pool and pickleball courts. In Phase 2, we will add a large
park.

The development will have a homeowner's association which will maintain the common areas
including the community center and associated amenities. The front yard landscaping will be
installed during home construction and then maintained by the HOA. Each homeowner will be
responsible to provide and maintain landscaping in their private side or rear yards and to
maintain the exterior of their home .

Sincerely,

Roger Thomas
CHorcE BUTLDERS

HofE BurlDt c-GE EtaL Bu[DNo CoNrtAcroR / GENEIA! E GlN:ERtr{o Col{tR^crot
I 1 I 5 S. Moln Streer, Ste. I 00, Cedor City,Utoh 81720

(435) 383-9050 - ChoiceBuildcrsGroup.com
Building Homer lor o Liirlime

UT Uc# 93954a1-5501
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CEDARCITY
COUNCIL AGENDA ITr,lI 7-

STAFF INFORMATION SEEET

TO: Mayor and Council

FROM: Donald Boudreau

DATE: October 6,2021

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Vicinity Plan for the Chelsey Subdivision located at

approximately 2400 North Lund Highway

Discussion: The subject subdivision vicinity plan has been recommended for approval

by the Cedar City Planning Commission. A copy of the Planning

Commission's minutes is attached. Also attached is a copy of the

subdivision's vicinity plan. As required in the City's subdivision
ordinance once the Planning Commission recommends a subdivision
vicinity plan for approval, the plan shall then be presented to City Council
for your review and approval, or approval subject to alterations, or
disapproval. The following is some general information concerning the

subject subdivision:

Developer-

Subd. General Location-

Area Land Use Zone-

Number of Lots-

Lot Size Range-

Ryan Kent

Approximately 2400 North Lmd Highway

RE- Rural Estates

91 Single Family Lots

Approximately 15,000 to 38,000 square feet..



2- Subd. -Vicinity approx.2400 N Lund Hwy. Ryan
Kent/GrO Civil Eng.

@ecommendation) Chelsey Subd.
Dallas Buckner ofco civil said this project came through previously but was known as
willow creek Phase L It is under contract now with a new developer. They need to bring
this back through as the vicinity had expired on that original phase l. That one was 3l
lots and he pointed out that pcrtion. The amount of oftiite work with a sewer lift station
was so expensive, that the new group wanted to do a larger phase to help with those
costs. The proposed Phase I is now 9l lots. It is a variety ofsizes from i3,000 square feet
to % acre lots. All the engineering from the previous plan is still the same. Thereiave
been a couple of standard updates since then like the new right-of-way for an RE road is
66' wide. That made some lots a bit smaller, but the frontage is now wider. It is pretty
straight forward and the same master plan as the original subdiri.ior.
Adam asked if this were all single-family. yes. TheRE is 2 units per acre.
Adam made the motion to give a positive recommendation to the city counc for
this Chelsey Vicinity ptan; seconded by Craig and the vote was unanimous.
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*3

CEDAR CITY RESOLUTION NO.21-

WHEREAS, the City of Cedar City supports the revitalization and economic focus of the
Utah Main Street Program and desires to become a designated community; and

WIIEREAS, the City of Cedar City maintains a desire to revitalize our downtown and
promote our downtown area and merchants to ensure economic growth and beautification ofthe
Cedar City downtown area; and

WHEREAS, the Utah Main Street Program has been established to assist communities
that are interested and committed to downtown revitalization; and

WHEREAS, the Utah Main Sheet Program Advisory Committee will select

communities to participate in tiered structure desigrred to match community commitment and

capabilities.

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved, the Mayor and City Council of Cedar City hereby

supports the Utah Main Street Program Community Desigrration Application submitted by the

Historic Downtown Economic Committee to participate in the Utah Main Street Program. It is

further resolved that the City of Cedar City endorses the submission of this application and

participation if selected by the UMSP Advisory Commiuee into the UMSP tiered program.

Council V

Ayes NaYs Abstained

This resolution shall take effect immediately upon passage.

Dated this 

- 
day of October, 2021.

MAILE L. WLSON EDWARDS, MAYOR

ISEAL]

ATTEST:

A RESOLUTION TO SEEK PARTICIPATION IN TIIE UTAH MAIN STREET
PROGRAM

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER



CEDAR CITY
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM
STAFF INFORMATION SHEET

Mayor and City Council

Jonathan Stathis

Oclober 20,2O21

Consider proposed changes to lane striping and bike lanes
around the SUU loop.

UDOT is proposing to add striped bike lanes in the following
locations:

Center Street from Main Street to I 150 West

300 West from Center Street to 200 South.

200 South from 300 West to I 150 West.
I150 West from 200 South to Center Street.

On the west side of 300 West, it is proposed that angle parking still
be allowed with the bike lane located between the travel lane and

the angle parking.

The Active Transportation Committee (ATC) had some comments

regarding the proposed bike lanes as follows:

Bike boxes were recommended at each intersection to improve

safery. UDOT has not included the bike boxes in the design on

the basis of driver expectancy. UDOT would support this in the

future if they are more widely implemented. UDOT also had a

concem that there would also be additional design cost to add

the bike boxes that is not included in the scope of work.
On the west side of 300 West, it was recommended to move

the bike lane in front of the angle parking so that it is up

I
To:

From:

Council Meeting Date:

Subject:

Discussion: As part ofa re-surfacing project that UDOT will be doing next

summer around the SUU loop, UDOT is proposing to change the

lane striping and add bike lanes. The proposed changes will reduce

the number of travel lanes on Center Sheet from Main Street to

300 West. Cunently, there are 2 travel lanes in each direction with
a center tum lane along this section of Center Street. The proposed

changes will reduce the number of travel lanes to I lane in each

direction with a center tum lane.

I



against the curb. UDOT's response is that they would rather
keep the bike lane behind the angle parking. UDOT is
concemed about wheel stops that would cause issues with
snow plowing and maintenance. They are also concemed about
vehicles encroaching into the bike lane. UDOT is looking into
the possibility of back-in angle parking on 300 West which
may improve the safety.
It has been recommended to change the crosswalks at the
intersection of 100 West/Center Street to high visibility
crosswalks. UDOT is looking into this to see if the high
visibility crosswalks are allowed to be installed at that location.
If so, and if the City wants to move forward with the high
visibility crosswalks, then there would need to be discussions
about cost sharing of this item between UDOT and the City.

One issue that needs to be resolved is regarding green paint that
has been proposed in the bike lanes at driveway entrances. The
green paint provides added visual safety at locations where there
may be conflicts between bicycles and vehicles. UDOT will only
include the green paint ifthe City agrees to pay for it and agrees to
maintain the paint.

UDOT is requesting a letter of support from the City Council to
move forward with this project. Further information will be
presented at the City Council work meeting regarding this project.

A copy ofthe Sketch/Project Review meeting minutes is attached.

z



SKETCH / PROJf,CT REVIEW
MINUTES

Septernber 16.2021
The Sketch & Project Review Committee held a meeting Thursday, September 16,2021, at 8:30
a.m. in the City Council Chambers, l0 North Main Slreet, Cedar City, Utah.

Staff in attendance: Drew Jackson-Building Official, Don Boudreau-City Planner, Tyler
Romeril-City Atlomey, Jonathan Slathis-City Engineer, Mike Shurtz, Randy Clove, Ku(
Rafield, Clay Tolbert, Jeff Hunter, Danny Stewart, Larry Reid, Nick Holt, Trevor McDonald,
Troy Maxwell, and Michal Adams
Utilities in attendance: llrian Stowe-SC Broadband
Others in attendance: Arlo Fawson, Brandon Wright, Josh Nowell, Travis Gadd, Lance Duffreld,
Chris Hall, R. Scott Phillips

APPLICANT/
PRESENTER

SKETCH

l- General Land Use Amend Canyon Comm, & Wedgewood Belliston Const /Ensign
Commercial to High Density Eng.
And Zone Change: CC to R-3-M

Josh Nowell ofEnsign Engineering pointed out the 2 parcels and said the one by the highway
will remain commercial, and the other they would like to change to the R-3-M zone. Jonathan

said that Wedgewood Lane is master planned to be a 55' righrof-way. 'fhere is also to be a

master planned trail along the south and the Wedgewood Lane side of this parcel. Be aware
there is an irrigation dilch running through this property too.
Josh said they have reached out Io this irrigation company and they will probably need to pipe
that ditch running through there- They talked more about the area and the surrounding
businesses and apartment buildings.
It was asked iflhis would be townhomes or apartmenls. They plan to do apartments here.

Jeffasked them to look at drainage good due to the recent flooding.
Josh said they will look at thatt it all slopcs to one lower area. They will take that all into
consideration in the design phase.

2- Bike Lanes Around SUU UDOT
And along Center St. from 300 W to Main
Chris Hall with UDOT said t hey will be doing a resurgence project on the roads around campus;

SR-289 they are proposing to add bike lanes to and around campus. With the addition from
councilmember Scott Phillips, they will change a section of Center Street from Main to 300 West

to 3 lanes and reduce I travel lane along there to include bike lanes. Most olher street will be

unchanged. There will be some changes to lane widths to accommodate these bike lanes. They
have coordinated all this with SUU and they arc all positive in their approach.
The reduction on Route SR-ll0 from Main lo 300 West will be I lane in each direction, then the

Sketch/koject Review Minutes
September 16,2021

Page I of6

ITEM/ LOCATION/PRO.IECT



tum lane; bike lanes and 4' then an additional buffer of l-2' to keep the separation. This is a
pretty common design and it all meets UDOT standard. In this area all the parallel parking will
be maintained. Down by the football field they will have the parking, and on 300 West they will
sacrifice 5 stalls for these bike lanes in the angle parking; 3 stalls on each end but will gain I stall
in the middle area.

Jonathan pointed out on the map how that is probably due to the way the street narrows at each

end now where it did not before.
They will maintain all the parallel parking along I 150 West.

Jonathan also brought up that SUU is trying to do something on 800 Wesl which is a City street.

They have had discussions with StlU about doirrg something on that comer where a new
building is going in now.
They have had meetings, met with the City to help understand what the City Master Plan shows.

It seems that SUU is a big supporter ofthis.

Jonathan said that SUU did no1 want to see bike lanes that did not go anywhere; they were only
looking at this plan, but on the City Master Plan for lanes, they are shown to continue.
Chris said at 100 West on Center Street they have 3 lanes there now that allow for pedestriars.
There is no pedestrian crossing on thc west leg ofthat intersection. They will add those and

stripe all the cross walks there. So they will have full access for pedestrians at that intersection.
Jeff asked ifthere would be any pedcstrian lights there? They have had several close misses.
Mike asked if it would only be striping? No raised crossing? Yes, Chris said it would only be

striped. I'le said the funding for this from UDOT only calls for striping.
Drew said so all these cross walks will be to UDOT standards.

Tyler said they have had lively debates here at thc City about putting bike lanes behind angle
parking. Is that a standard thing? They have had citizens throwing fits about that.
Chris said it is allowed by their safety manuals. There is a slight concern, the same thing if
anyone is backing out into traffic with bicyclists. Tlose cyclists are harder to see. That is a
concerrL but there is not lots to mitigate that. Those cyclists will be there anyway. They went
tkough all types ofangle, back in parking, there is lots ofeducation needed and each year they
get new students that all need to be educated again.
Scott P. said they have lhe same safety issues if the bike is in the front or behind. There is the
chance that they all block the bike lane. 'Ihey need to look at that closer. lhey have had
discussions regarding that.

Jeff asked how many stalls were along 300 West? They think 42. He asked if SUU were looking
at any other places where they could put in parking?
UDOT has made some proposals to SUU and they have issue with parking.
Those angle parking stalls are 9' X l8' then you have the curb so an additional 2' or so.
Jonathan said the nexl step is that UDOT wanls to get this in fiont ofthe City Council before
moving forward.

Sketch/Project Revicw Minutes
S€ptembcr 16, 202 I

Page 2 of6



TO

CEDAR CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA ITEMS 5
DECISION PA}ER

Mayor and City Council

Tyler Romeril

October 12, 2021

Old Sonel Townhomes PUD Phese I - Final Plat Approval.

FROM:

DATE:

SI]BJECT:

DISCUSSION:

This project is located in the vicinity of 500 South Cross Hollow Road. The Cedar City Plandng

commission gave this project a positive recommendation to move forward to the cedar city
council for final plat approval. Since that date the city has received the title report and all

required fees havi u".o poia. Per ucA 10-9a-604.5, DR Horton is requesting final plat approval

subject to the City receiving the letter ofcredit. DR Horton is aware that the fmal plat will not be

recorded until the letter of credit is in place.

please consider approval ofthe fural plat for the old Sonel Townhomes PUD Phase l
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TO

CEDAR CITY COUNCII
AGENDA ITEMS. /?
DECISION PAPER

Mayor and City Council

Tyler Romeril

October 15,2021

Old Sorrel Townhomes PUD Phase 2 - Final Plat Approval.

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

DISCUSSION:

This project is located in the vicinity of600 South Cross Hollow Road. The Cedar City Planning
Commission gave this project a positive recommendation to move forward to the Cedar City
Council for final plat approval. Since that date the City has received the title repo( and all
required fees have been paid. Per UCA l0-9a-604.5, DR Horton is requesting final plat approval
subject to the City receiving the letter ofcredit. DR Horton is aware that the frnal plat will not be
recorded until the letter of credit is in place.

Please consider approval of the final plat for the Old Sorrel Townhomes PUD Phase 2.



FINAL PLAT

OLD SORRELTOWNHOMES P.U.D., PHASE 2
WTTHN THE SWJ/lOF SECTION I7. TOWNSHIP 36 sOUTH, RAN6E I I WEsf, SALTLAKE MERIOIAN

CEDAN CMY,IRON COUNTY, UTAH

[APPROVEE

+

I
i

E

t
d

t
wuur{ol'ux ?ti <tzor{E

i!

T

rtiliHrlrt"lgrl
E,lml

t

UI

I
o.

q
?
o.

EI
E
o
Ez
=oF
J
lrlEE
o
o
J
o

i:
JT
,^:

6:i
ETir!i
$t

6 )I

L]

':ry-#l
I

I

I

I

PRO'IECT
tocaltotil

11 of 1

@
w T50i
ax6iatlrG
cof,P IY, ,iC

::"::.



CEDAR CITY
COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM 

.7

STAFF INFORMATION SHEET

TO: Mayor and Council

FROM: Donald Boudreau

DATE: October 
,l8,2021

SUBJECT: Consideration of an Amendment to the Chapter 32, Section 8 of the Cedar City
Ordinances regarding fencing around Planned Unit Developments.

SUBJECT:

Currently Chapter 32-8 (F) requires that a six-foot mersonry or composite fence be constructed

around the entire perimeter of residential Planned Unit Developments (PUD). The intent of the

ordinance is to create a sense of privacy within PUD which are private developments. There is

one exception which allows for a reduction and or the elimination ofthe fencing requirement when

units front on a dedicated street. The exception currently reads as follows:

The units fronting the street must be served by individual access driveways leading directly
to an enclosed garage attached lo and designed to serve an individual unit. A driveway

serving a single unit with a two-car garage shall not exceed an on'site width of 20 feet.
Driveways serving a single unit with a one-car garage shall not exceed 12 feet. Individual
driveways shall be separated by a minimum of 6feet. Driveway separation areas and all
other areas fronting a dedicated street must be landscaped. Driveway widths and sidewalk
separation at the property line shall comply with engineering standards.

The current proposal proposes no change to the current exception, and adds an altemative for the

elimination ofthe required fencing. The proposal is as follows:

PROPOSAL:

Buildinss.fronting dedicated streets must hove articulated elevations (multi-surface

buildins proiections) u'ith a cot'ered porch at the front of each unit. The -full frontase of
the buildings shall be landscaped common area and parking and/or sarases shall be at
the rear ofthe buildinss.



ANALYSIS:

The current ordinance has created some unintended consequences. The requirement of the site
obscuring wall along the City's transportation corridors does achieve the original intent as

indicated above, but also creates long blank facades of uninteresting, and unattractive streetscapes
consisting of fencing, and only the rear facades ofresidential suuctures.

There are many examples ofolder PUD's that have quality architecture and landscape that bring
more interest and life to the strcet scape and neighborhood in general. Please note the examples
below:

I
Cedar Crossings

Cedar Crossings
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Cedar Bend

As the images above illustrate, the elimination of the wall when structures front the public right-
of-way can produce a more appealing urban fagade bringing life and interest to Cedar City's higher
density residential neighborhoods. Staff supports the proposal for these reasons.

The architectural controls are intended to produce quality architecture when buildings front the
streets. The language is somewhat subjective, and staff will be required to make a judgment
whether the buildings meet the intent of the langu,ge. Project proponents will be required to
provide building elevations, and ultimately the final judgment on the design will be left with the
City Council.

CONCLUSION:

Staffrecommends that the City Council review the proposed changes, and direct staffaccordingly.

I
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CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CIIAPTER 32 SECTION E OF THE ORDINANCE OF
CEDAR CITY, UTAH, RELATED TO TIIE FENCING REQT]IREMENTS AROI,D{D

PLANNE,D UNIT DEVELOPMENTS.

IYffiREAS, the state legislature has granted general welfare power to the City Council,
independent, apart from, and in addition to, its specific grants of legislative authority, which
enable Cedar City to pass ordinances as are necessary and proper to provide for the safety,
promote the prosperity, improve the peace and good order, comfort, and convenience ofthe city
and is inhabitans, and for the protection ofproperty in the city; and

WEREAS, Cedar City has adopted Chapter 32, Section 8, of the ordinance of Cedar

City, Utah, and said provisions contain specific PUD dwelopment standards and requirements;

and

IYHEREAS, the Cedar City Council desires to updale and amend Chapter 32, Section 8,

of the Cedar City Ordinances entitled "Planned Unit Developments (PUD)" related to the front

setback fancing requirements in PUD's; and

WffiREAS, the City Council finds that it is in the best interests of the health, safety, and

general welfare of the citizens of Cedar City to amend Chapter 32 of the City's ordinance to

allow limited situations where fencing in the front setback of PUD's is not required; and

NOW TIIEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of
Utah that Chapter 32 ofthe ordinance of Cedar City, Utah, is hereby amended to include the

below underlined red text and exclude all crossed out text:

Section 32-8 Planned Unit Developments @[JD).

F Fences. A six-foot high sight obscuring masonry or composite fence shall be erected on

the perimeter of condominium, townhome, attached multi-family and attached single

family residential PUD projects. Fences shall be setback a minimum of 10 feet from the

right-of-way line of a dedicated street. The fence setback area shall be landscaped.

For residential PUD developments requiring a perimeter fence with units that front on a

dedicated steet the perimeter fence wittrin the front setback area may be reduced or

eliminated under the following conditions:

I . The units fronting the street must be served by individual access &iveways
leading directly to an enclosed garage attached to and designed to serve an

individual unit. A driveway serving a single unit with a two-car garage shall

not exceed an on-site width of20 feet. Driveways serving a single unit with a

one-car garage shall not exceed l2 feet. Individual driveways shall be



AMENDED BY ORDINANCE NUMBER

NOW BE IT FIIRTIIER ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of Utah

that City staffis authorized to make such non-substantive changes to the format and table of
contents ofChapter 32 as are reasonably necessary to facilitate this amendment.

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. shall become effective

immediately upon passage and publication as required by State Law.

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained: 

-

Dated this _ day of October, 2021

MAILE L. WILSON.EDWARDS
MAYOR

ISEAL]

ATTEST

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER

separated by a minimum of6 feet. Driveway separation areas and all other
areas fronting a dedicated street must be landscaped. Driveu'ay widths and

sidcrvalk scparation at the propcny line shall comply with enginccring
standards;



TO

CEDARCIryCOUNCIL
AGENDA ITEMS - 6
DECISION PAPER

Mayor and City Council

City Attorney

October 12,2021

Second amendment to the final plat of the Blackstone Phase I
PUD (located in the vicinity of 850 West near the Cedar Middle
School)

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT

DISCUSSION:

The developer and property owner would like to amend the final plat ofthe Blackstone Phase.l

PUD for a iecond time. The purpose of this amendment is to move previously platted units with

a new layout that will not conflict with a large power jump box on the site which would be

expensive to move. In order to legally accomplish this the plat must be amended for a second

time. The Planning Commission considered this request and gave it a positive recommendation

(see the attached minutes).

Please consider whether to approve the second amended final plat for the Blackstone Phase I

PUD.



+ PI'BLIC HEARING
PUD- 2rd Amendment approx- tlX) South Cove Dr. Lcavitt Lend/Brent

Drcw
@ecommendetion) Blackstone PUD

Brent Drew said they need to amend this plat as they had a building on one side similar to
the other side. they have found there is now a very large powerjump box, and this box
powers most ofthe hill. To have that moved would be very expensive, so rather than

tha! they will change the building to a 2-story but amend that to a thinner 6-plex so there
is room for that power box.

Mary opened the public hearing. Seeing no comments, Mary closed the public hearing.
Adam moved to give a positive recommendation to the City council for this
amended PUD, seconded by Craig and the vote was unatrimous.



CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE VACATING AND AMEI\IDING A SECOND TIME THE FINAL PLAT
FOR THE BLACKSTONE PIIASE 1 PUD

IYffiREAS, the Developer of the Blackstone Phase I PUD came before the City
Council and was granted approval ofthe final plat on Novernber 13, 2019, and

WIIEREAS, the Ciry Council on Apil14,2021, vacated the final plat and accepted the

amended plat for the Blackstone Phase I PUD, and

WffiREAS, since receiving the approved amended final plat, the Developer would like
to amend the final plat a second time, and

\YIIEREAS, the proposed amendment complies with the planning and zoning

requirements that the City has designated on this piece ofproperty, and

WHEREAS, notice of the proposed second amended final plat has been given to all
property owners within the Blackstone Phase I PUD; and

WIIERAS, the Cedar City Planning Commission considered the proposed final plat

second amendment and gave a positive recommendation toward the proposed second amendment

and found the second amendment to be in the best interest of the public, and in harmony with the

objectives and purposes ofCedar City's planning and zoning ordinances; and

WI{EREAS, the City Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to

consider the proposed final plat second amendment finds that the proposed second amendment

furthers the City's policy of establishing and maintaining sound, stable, and desirable

development within the City, promoting more fully the objectives and purposes of the City's
General Land Use Plan and Zoning ordinances, or correcting manifest errors; and

NOW BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of
Utah, that the Blackstone Phase I PUD is hereby amended as more particularly described herein,
City staffis hereby directed to accept the second amended plat.

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. . shall become effective
immediately upon publication as required by State Law.

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained: _



Dated this _ day of October, 2021

lsEALl

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER

MAILE L. WLSON-EDWARDS, MAYOR



TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CEDAR CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM - q+D

Mayor and City Council

city Attorney

october 12, 2021

Requested General Land Use Amendment from Central Commercialto High Density

Residential and Zone change from Central Commercial (CC) to Dwelling Multiple Unit (R-

3-M).

DISCUSSION:

Pursuant to the PlanninB Commission's discussion regarding a general land use amendment and

zone change for property located at 200 East Canyon Commercial Drive, two proposed ordinances were
prepared. The requested change would amend the General Land Use Plan from Central Commercialto
High Density Residential; and the Zone from CC to R-3-M. These proposed changes are consistent with
the desires of the property owner. The Planning Commission gave a positive recommendation on the
requested changes (see the attached minutes).

Please consider whether or not to pass these two ordinances amending the general land use

plan and zoning for this area.



& PUBLICHEARING
Gencrd Leod Use amend appror.2lX) E Canyon Bellfuton

6o6ffinsisn En!.
Commercial to HigD Deosity Commercial Ave.

@ecommendetion)
JosL Nowell of Ensigp Engineering pointed out all the main roads in this arer' the

proposal is to change this parcel from CCX to R-3-M.
-Craig 

said so all around this is commercial. Josh said tlr€re were lots sf things' he

poinied out all the different zoned and where all the apartnents were currently. On the

south is a trailer park

Mary opened the public hearing. As there were no comm€nts, Mary closed the public

hearing.
They can vote on both 8 & 9 together.

craig moved to send a positive recommendation for both items 8 & 9. Adam seconded

this and the vote was unanimorls.

9. PUBLIC HEARING
Zone Chenge: CC to R'3-M approx.200 E Canyon

ConstJEnsign Eng.

@ecommendation) Commercial Ave.

Discussed and voted on under Item #8

Belliston
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CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

A}I ORDINANCE OF THE CEDAR CITY COI]NCIL AMENDING CEDAR CITY'S
GENERAL LAND USE PLAN FROM CENTRAL COMMERCIAL TO HIGH DENSITY

RESIDENTIAL FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPRO)ilMATELY 2OO EAST
CANYON COMMERCIAL DRTVE.

Wffi,REAS, the owners of property located at 200 East Canyon Commercial Drive have
petitioned Cedar City to change the current General Land Use Plan from Central Commercial to
High Density Residential, the property is more particularly described as follows:

Legal - - -

WHEREAS, after providing public notice as required by City ordinance the Cedar City Planning

Commission considered the proposed general land use amendmant and gave the proposal a

positive recommendation; and

WIIEREAS, the City Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to consider the

proposed general land use change finds the proposed change furthers the City's policy of
establishing and maintaining sound, stable, and desirable development within the City,
promoting more fully the objectives and purposes of the City's General Land Use Plan, or

correcting manifest errors.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of Utah,

that the City's General Land Use Plan is amended from Central Commercial to High Density

Residential for property located at 200 East Canyon Commercial Drive, and more particularly

described herein, and City staff is hereby directed to make the necessary changes to the City's
General Land Use Plan.

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. shall become effective immediately

upon passage by the City Council and published in accordance with State Law

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained:

Dated this _ day of October 2021.

lsEALl

MAILE L, WILSON-EDWARDS, MAYOR



ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER



CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINATICE OF TI{E CEDAR CITY COI]NCIL AME]\IDING CEDAR CITY'S
ZONING DESIGNATION FROM CENTRAL COMMERCIAL (CC) TO DWELLING
MI]LTIPLE I,]NIT (R-3-M) FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 2OO

EAST CAI{YON COMMERCIAL DRTVE

WIIEREAS, the owners of property located at 200 East Canyon Commercial Drive have
petitioned Cedar City to change the current zoning designation from CC to R-3-M, the property
is more particularly described as follows:

LegalDescription----

WIIEREAS, after providing public notice as required by City ordinance the Cedar City Planning

Commission considered the proposed zoning amendment and gave a positive recommendation to

the proposal; and

WHEREAS, the City Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to consider the

proposed zoning amendment finds the proposed amendment furthers the City's policy of
establishing and maintaining sound, stable, and desirable development within the City,

promoting more fully the objectives and purposes of the city's zoning ordinance, or correcting

manifest errors.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of Utah,

that the City's zoning designation is amended from CC to R-3-M, for property located at 200

East Canyon Commercial Drive, and more particularly described herein, and city staff is hereby

directed to make the necessary changes to the City's z6ning map.

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. shall become effective immediately

upon passage by the City Council and published in accordance with State Law.

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained

Dated this 

- 

daY ofOctober, 2021.



MAILE L. WILSON.EDWARDS, MAYOR

ISEAL]

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER



TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CEDAR CITY COUNCIL

AGENDATTEM- ll

Mayor and city council

City Attorney

O(l.obet L2,2O2l

Requested zone change from Dwelling Multiple Unit (R-3-M)to Student Housing District

(SHD) for property located at 1025 West 200 South

DISCUSSION:

Pursuant to the Planning commission's discussion re8arding a zone change for property located

at 1025 W 200 S., a proposed ordinance was prepared. The requested chanSe would amend the 2one

from R-3-M to SHD. This proposed change is consistent with the desires ofthe property owner and is in

conformity with the civs Seneral land use plan. The Planning commission gave this proposal a posltive

recommendation (see the attached minutes).

Pleaseconsiderwhetherornottopassthisordinanceamendingthe20neforthisarea.



7- PUBLIC IIEARING
Zone Chenge: R-3-M to SIID Corner of 1025 W & 200 S Leavitt Lend/Brent

Drew
(Recommendation) Parcel B-lll$24 & B-1115-f8

Discussed with item #5.
Adam made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the City Council for this zone
change from R-3-M to SHD as it is already in that SHD area. Seconded by Craig, and the
motion passed 3 to 1.

Tyler then reminded this group attending here that this will probably go before the City Council
on October 20 work meeting and the October 27fr voting meeting. The fact that they were given
some negative recommendations does not preclude them from going on to City Council. There
will be no other public notices, they need to look at those agenda so they can be there when this
is discussed again.
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CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AI\ ORDINANCE OF THE CEDAR CITY COI]NCIL AMENDING CEDAR CITY'S
ZONING DESIGNATION FROM DWELLING MT]LTIPLf, I,]NIT (R-3-M) TO

STI]DENT HOUSING DISTRICT (SHD) FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT
APPROXIMATELY 1025 WEST 2OO SOUTII

WHEREAS, the owners of property located at 1025 West 200 South have petitioned Cedar City
to change the current zoning desigtration from R-3-M to SHD, the property is more particularly

described as follows:

LegalDescription----

WHEREAS, after providing public notice as required by city ordinance the cedar city Planning

Commission considered the proposed zoning amendment and gave a positive recommendation to

the proposal; and

WIIEREAS, the City Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to consider the

proposed zoning amendment finds the proposed amendment furthers the City's policy of
establishing and maintaining sourd, stable, and desirable development within the City,

promoting more fully the objectives and purposes of the City's zoning ordinance, or correcting

manifest errors.

NOW TIIEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the Citv Council of Cedar City, State of Utah,

that the city,s zoning designation is amended from R-3-M to SHD, for property located at 1025

West 200 South, and more particularly described herein, and City staff is hereby directed to

make the necessary gfianges to the City's mning map'

This ordinance, Cedar city ordinance No. _, shall become effective immediately

upon passage by the City Council and published in accordance with State Law'

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained:

Dated this _ day of October, 2021.



MAILE L. WLSON-EDWARDS, MAYOR

ISEAL]

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER



TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUUECT:

CEDAR CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM - l'L+14

Mayor and City Council

city Attorney

october 12, 2021

Requested General Land Use Amendment from Medium Density Residentialto Student

Housing District and Zone change from Dwelling Two Unit (R-2-2) to Student Housing

District (SHD) for property located at 227 5 & 231 s 1025 w and 222 5 9(x) W.

DISCUSSION:

pursuant to the Planning Commission's discussion regarding a general land use amendment and

zone change for property located at 227 s & 231 S 1025 W and 222 S 900 W, two proposed ordinances

were prepared. The requested change would amend the General Land Use Plan from Medium Density

Residential to Student Housing District and Zone change from R-2-2 to SHD. These proposed changes are

consistent with the desires of the property owner. The PlanninE commission gave a negative

recommendation on the requested changes (see the attached minutes).

Please consider whether or not to pass these two ordinances amending the general land use

plan and zoning for this area.



Geoeral Land Use emend 227 &2315 1025 W Leavitt
Lsnd/Brcnt Drcw

Medium Density to SHD and 222 S 9{X} W
(Recommendation)

Brent Drew said they can discuss 5-7 together as it is the same area and plan. They will
first need to amend the general Plan then they have 2 different zone changes. He pointed

out the area that the Dixie Leavitt foundation now owns. The larger comEr lot is in the R-

3 zone and also in the SHD designation The other is oot. They would like to amend the

General Plan to put that all in the SHD then they will put 2 buildings as studetrt housitrg

with parking in the middle. So, they would have the buildings on I side and the pa*ing
in the rear. He pointed out all the lots and the areas to be changed to what zone.

Craig asked about the southem part where there is a wall. Brent said that wall was by the

church parking lot there.

Mary opened the public hearing. On items 5-7.

Janice Jensen said she lives on 900 West and is within 300 feet ofthis. She wanted to
know what consideration they have taken to the impact on the neighborhood. She

understands that the house on 900 West at 222 South would be demolished and that
would be an entrance for this student housing. What will this do to that 900 West
neighborhood.

Brent pointed out that the entrance will be ofl 1025 West and the building on that lot will
remain for now and be saved for future parking if it is needed. For now, they oeet the

parking they need and will come off 1025 West. He pointed out the I lot that is not
included now.

Terri Atkinson said so for right now, that house will not be demolished. As that is right
next to them. If that is demolished" then they become I step away from the college Hds,

and there would be more students there. There are many existing in the area now. They

have to remind them all to not drive like young adults wi& cookies, and they try to keep

that to a minimum. Once that is open up, if they are not parking there, will park on the

street. They already have a problem when there is a game or any activity on those fields.

They all park aloog those streets for blocks. So, this is her concerr, but they will change

this zoning so that can be done- taking down that house.

Mary pointed out the area and how Terri's house was also included in the SHD area and

would quali! to become SHD if they chose. This zoning allows for taller buildings,
decreased parking, and has some different components. Your home is already in this
SHD area. if they sold to the Leavitt's, they could put that in this district. Terri said they

can't take their home. No, the house next to them, the 222 South would be in this re-
zone. They are coming in to ask if that can be re-zoned. They are asking to have that 1 lot
changed in accordance with the General Plan.

Tyler said when it comes to demolishing any home, they don't need to change the zone,

they can demolish that if they want no matter what zone it is in.
It is not zoned SHD now. Craig said they just recommend to the City Council then you

catr go to Council, and he is telling this whole group you can let them all know they



prefer to not have this changed.

Laura Henderson said that her neighborhood is in the R-3 zone' They don't know what
will come as they are also io the SHD overlay. If they come in next to you and chauge

this to the SHD you can have a 50' tall building next to you. They now have a huge

project at the end ofher street that is 50' tall housing complex. And the Leavitt's are now

over on 300 West with a 35' tall project into that family neighbortood. They are not all

rental properties. They are families with kids in those homes. You should all know that is

what could happen here.

M. Gayte Warner asked just how tatl is a 3-story building? 35'. And how about the

parfing in tlis situation how maoy units, rooms, etc. are they planning and how much

parking will there be.

Mary said the parking is dictated by the zone. The SHD is .75 parking stalls per Person'

There is no plan on this. They would need to go by the .75 parking stalls per resident

M. Gayle s;d in the past when they have come here, later they find that they amended

the parking, and it is now less. There is a problem in this neighborhood. The amount of
student traffic. He lives on I 100 West and that is the main tbrough. He couuts 8 cars per

minutes for several hou$ at a time. His point is as they get into this, it affects the whole

neighborhood. His concern is about parking and the abitity to change that. It u.ill come

before the Council, and they will invariably change it.
Don said there is no parking lcss than .75 in Oe city for Multi-family dwellings'

Teri Kenney said they need to discuss this as it is half in and half out of the overly area.

she pointed'out whatjs not in the overlay now. She talked quality of life and how those

downneartheSUUcampusaretakingahitonthatquality.Shewouldstronglyurge
them to make a negativeiecommendation on those that are not already in this SHD

overlay area.

Abraham Hunt had questions abut the map. He could not see this clearly from this map.

wtut ir io ,u" utoe color and the other is all in the green, not zoned SHD but it can be

zoned SHD. Explain the currcnt mning aud also the General Plan map' He has spoketr to-

c"vi. w"r"* *rro is on 1100 West. Inlooking at this area, it does uot give the picture of

*nut tl" L-.aiate zone is. They say medium, but the church is the only buffer of what

**ia u. nign a"*ity ana the l-t dinsity. they have R-01 and are proposing to have the

high density next to it'

JaniceJeasensaidsoGayleWamerhasdoneatrafEcstudyofll00west.whattraffic
wJa tey att tave on 1bz5 West? Because that is a curved road and not a main road

like the others.

Jeanne Hunt lives at 305. The other corner. They have high density and as they all come

"-rrraAut"r*",theycaDnotbackout.Theyhavealtbeentherealongtime'Iftheyput;ilil464;, her view of the college goes away' Therc are lots of people on that

road.



Page Mathews lives on 925 West and the comer' Her concem is with the increase in

raffrc. That will make them an island between all this housing and the campus buildings'

rrr* ,* t.ur trre rest of the hosing down the street. Her concem is all the kids, and pes

# d;; i;iilry *rUfoo,n" ,ith an increase in traIfic that they have alre{v If
thev out-up large-scale apartments, she would be worried not only about the kids and

]JJ-ffi ;I il;*pit. ri n.t uof yard they have some yard improvements' and it is 
.

IJi-i"llli[I;;;, ilr, in here, trrey wil not really be able to enjoy tbat back yard

with-the increase oftraftic and noise' She hopes you say no'

Michele Griffith asked if there were any other places in town where you have the R-3

riqht uD asainst R-1. They are single family and then you have a 3-story aparment

;ft;ff;;ilt Jr oi,ir".. snJtnoughithe R-l was.more of a familv neighborhood'

il. "i*L 
6.ir rort of splits tha! but now you havc high dcnsity studen6 then that_ _

"lur"l, 
tu", the R-I. It makes no sense. Noi conducive to putting that right next to the R-

1.

Laura Henderson as a member of this General Plan Update committee, said they have

discussed this over and over and how there is a hodgepodge to the zoning and what it 
-

;;; 
"p 

;. Th" 
"nly 

buffer there is a church. This makes no sense to put high d€nsity in

Uri, o"L,iU"rfro"a and ttre onty ttring they have is a church feathering to the higher. They

t"it 
"U"Tit 

tfrt f"athering from high to medium, then to single-family. Where you do a

3Jl structure next to sin;le family is not a good plan. It is not workable' It is only

*ort"Ut. to tlore wantiig to buiid and people get kicked to the side. they all want to live

in reasonable homes and have that value maintained. It should all be equal. No one

p.ooo ,rroura mve more rights than another. She does not care who they are; they need

io go to the origioal neighbors. They should not be expos€d to these large structures.

ffrii inaing"r in dreir ights also. firat is what tris General Plan up&te is addressing.

They have heard Mike say this is a citizen &iven plan' They count too'

Gary Atkinson said he built his home on the comer some 30 years ago. At that time, it

wJall houses around and all along g00 west were single family. In the 3 houses

between him and the church, on each side there are 36 students. Each one has a car. Just

waDted to let tbem know that his wife can't walk to church so they drive there every

s*a"y. oo" .o*iog, he drove the ruck and got to the church comer. At 245 South the

&iveway is the full lJngth of the lot and I student drove out backwards at 30 miles per

hour wirhout looking. He can't even drive to church without having an accident. They

talked about an incrJase in the traffic and as they do keep that picture in mind. If the time

comes that they t ear down 222 South, tha! will leave thern an islantl. They will then have

traffic on 3 sides oftheir home. Before that happens, he would hope that whoever builds

tt ere ttrey *ouu require them to put up a brick wall between them. He once had parking

on 2 sides but since then the State rnoved the parking from the soutb side along 200

South and decided to move that to the center ofthe street and make a lane there. That left

no parkiog on their side. they lost all their parking to them. Now they only have the 900

W"'.t siaJto p"rt on. Quite a few students seem to like t heir side of the steet rather than

theirs.Thisisjustafewthingsofhowitisgoinginhisneighborhood.Tohim,islooks
like the future has arived.



Mary closed the public hearing.

Adam said when this SHD area was put in place, it was a nice square rmiform shape.

After it went to City Council, it was carved up. This is what came out of that. It is
respect for those that live in the other zones along this area

Adem made a motion to send a negative recommendetion on this Gcnenl Plan
Anendment.nd not expsnd this SHD rrea et this time. Seconded by Rey end the
motion passed 2 to 1.

G PUBLIC IIEARING
Zone Change: R-2 to SHD 227 &231S f025 W Leavitt

Lstrd/Brert Drew
(Recommendation) end 222 S 9fi1 W

Discusscd with item #5
Adrm made a motion to scnd a negative recommendation to the City Council for
this zone change from R-2-2 to SHI); seconded by Craig and tte motion prssed 2 to

1.



Pf,O,fCT I.EGE O

SHO ZONE LOCA

l,l
t'l

fn$,fr)€RffiL WAY 'ffi#"+ lrl

tB-3-M)
SUU

a-3-M
SUU

t

(R-A-M'
SUU

(R-3-M)
SUU

*m

l-
lril
rtt

e

t-
vt
uri
8 h

B

E
T

s

tF-r,
LDS

CHURCH

tR-z-2t
LDS

CHURCH

i
$

:

A

E
E

I
P

E

,
E

T

t:rt
ril

10Ft

SHD ZONE

MEOIUM DENSITY
TO

SHD ZONE

I
I

ATKINSON

I

(R-3-M)

TRUST

TO
sBo zoNE

SUU

tR-z-2t
ONSN

DEV LLC

tR-2-2t
TO

9HO ZONE

otxtE &
ANNE

LEAVITT
FNDT

zorc cnaile FLAll

-

MEOIUM
DENSITY

tR-2-2t

_t

t

I

t-

ffi
tffi

@attai

-



CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CEDAR CITY COT]NCIL AMENDING CEDAR CITY'S
GENERAL LAND USE PLAI{ FROM MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL TO

STUDENT HOUSING DISTRICT FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPROKMATELY
227 SOUTH & 231 SOUTH IO25 WEST AIYD 222 SOUTH 9OO WEST.

WHEREAS, the owners of property located at 227 South & 231 South 1025 West and 222

South 900 West have petitioned Cedar City to change the current General Land Use Plan from

Medium Density Residential to Student Housing District, the property is more particularly

described as follows:

Legal - - -

WHEREAS, after provirling public notice as required by City ordinance the Cedar City Planning

Commission considered the proposed general land use amendment and gave the proposal a

negative recommendation; and

WHEREAS, the City Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to consider the

proposed general land use change finds the proposed change furthers the City's policy of
establishing and maintaining sound, stable, and desirable development within the City,

promoting more fully the objectives and purposes ofthe City's General Land Use Plan, or

correcting manifest errors.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of Utah,

that the City's General Land Use Plan is amended from Medium Density Residential to Student

Housing District for property located at 227 South & 231 South 1025 West and 222 South 900

West, and more particularly described herein, and City staffis hereby directed to make the

necessary changes to the City's General Land Use Plan.

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. _, shall become effective immediately

upon passage by the City Council and published in accordance with State Law'

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _

Dated this _ day of October 2021

MAILE L. WILSON-EDWARDS, MAYOR

Abstained:



ISEAL]

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER



CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CEDAR CITY COT]NCIL AMEIIDING CEDAR CITY'S
ZONING DESIGNATION FROM DWELLING TWO T]NIT (R-2-2) TO STUDENT

HOUSING DISTRICT (SHD) FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 227

SOUTH & 23I SOUTH IO25 WEST AND 222 SOUTE 9OO WEST

WIIEREAS, the owners of property located at 227 South & 231 South 1025 West nd222
South 900 West have petitioned Cedar City to change the current zoning designation from R-2-2

to SHD, the property is more particularly described as follows:

LegalDescription----

WHEREAS, after providing public notice as required by city ordinance the cedar city Planning

Commission considered the proposed zoning amendment and gave a negative recommendation

to the proposal; and

WHEREAS, the City Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to consider the

proposed zoning amendment finds the proposed amendment firthers the City's policy of
establishing and maintaining soturd, stable, and desirable development within the city,
promoting more fully the objectives and purposes of the city's zoning ordinance, or correcting

manifest errors.

NOW TIIEREFORE BE IT ORDAIITTED by the City council of cedar city, State ofUtah,

that the city,s zoning desigrration is amended from R-2-2 to SHD, for property located at 227

south & 231 South 1025 west and 222 South 900 west, and more particularly described herein,

and City staff is hereby directed to make the necessary changes to the City's zoning map'

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No shall become effective immediately

upon passage by the City Council and published in accordance with State Law'

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained:

Dated this 

- 

day ofoctober, 2021.



MAILE L. WILSON-EDWARDS, MAYOR

lsEAL]

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER



TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

CEDAR CITY COUNCIL

AGENDAITEM- /?

Mayor and City Council

city Attorney

october 12,2021

Request to vacate and amend the final plat of the Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase

1.

DtscusstoN:

Pursuant to the Planning Commission's discussion regardinB a proposed amended plat for the

Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase 1, located at 2520 North Commerce Center Drive, a Proposed

ordinance was prepared. The requested change would amend the final plat to allow the dedicated road

to travel a different route and provide a second access to the development. The amended plat would

also allow the building of additional units on property. This proposed change is consistent with the

desires of the property owner. The Planning Commission gave this request a positlve recommendation

(see the attached minutes).

Please consider whether or not to pass this ordinance amending the final plat.



o 4- PIJBLIC HEARING
Subd.- Vacate a portion of Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase 1

including a portion of the street which also includes 2559 N' 2573 N' 2589

N, 2605 N,2621 N,2535 N ,2651 N and 2667 North Commerce Genter
Orive and 8-1560{005-0002; Gascade Dev./Excel Elesign
(Recommendation)

Mary said as items 4-7 all deal with the same land, they can discuss them all at the same

time.

Charles Hammon with Excel Desigrr said this came here about 3 years ago. They all
thought that Commerce Center Drive would extend on through to the north. The

neighbors who live there to the north all came in and this set them back to square one

without a second access to the apartments. They went back to tbe drawing board and

there was just no way to have that access in every direction. Recently, Jim Blackner sold

his parcel to them. He pointed out Cascade Springs Phase I which is existing. Years ago,

they came in and were able to get the re-zone on what was to be Phase 2. That irregular
shaped parcel. That is why it is already zoned and planned for that road to extend. That is

sort ofwhy this parcel is a strange shape. This is also in 2 zones. Most ofit is R-3-M
then tbe very west side is CC. All the property in red on the map is CC. What they are

trying to do is all the lots in Northfield on this rnap as A-I, they would like to re-zone to

the R-3-M and build the second phase ofthese apartments. Then across the street, they

will evornrally do some townhome style for rent. ln order to meet the fire code, they need

a second access, and they want to thank Jonathan and Don who have been good to work
wi6 and lots of help. They are proposing that this north end of Commerce Center Drive
will then tum and go to the west.
For the road dedicatior\ that will not go any further to the north due to the neighbors who
did not want any more traffic in their neighborhood. The same developer now owls both
sides of this road. They will redirect the road to the west, and you can see how this road

now terminates at the County line. They have tried to annex this, but the County would
not allow them to ennsl 11. They say that would create another island of City in the

County. They will allow them to dedicate the street. They would complete Commerce

Celter Drive going west, then loop that into the County porfion ofthe property, and back

down in order for Cascade Springs to have the 2 acc€sses. It is a long story and has been

a long process.

Adam said so the City would have halfofthis horseshoe road and the County would have

the other half. Charles said they really want to annex that parcel and they are currently
working with Whitney on the north. The Ceneral Plan calls for that parcel to be R-2.
They are kying to get with the County and get all that is designated as letter M and N to
the north to all agree to annex, then it would not create an island. They would just be

taking all that into the City. The County does not want them to annex until they can get

both those other parcels to come in also. The process then is multi-facetted. Cascade

Springs is full and there is a crunch on property, and they want to now do Phase 2. All
around them is zoned commercial. There is residential to the north. They would like to
annex west ofthis line at a firture date and when they do that, will develop that as duplex



and twin-home style.

Mary went to the map on the wall and pointed out all the different zodng. A-I parcels on

the map will be re-zoned. She pointed out the I piece that is cc; Half of this is already

zoned il-3-M. the other is commercial. The master plan is to include all that area.

Adam had charles point out on this map exactly where the road will go. charles pointed

out the road, whersit would tum to the wes! and they are working with the county now

so they cau dedicate that other half in the county and that will give them the second

aceess.-harles 
also pointed out the land still owned by Mr. Roger Smith who has plans to do

more residential on his ProPertY.

Mary opened the public hearing. Seeing no comments, Mary closed the public hearing'

Adam made a motion for a positive recommendation for items 4-7 as discussed: the

,obdiri"ioo "n""ting, 
the Road Dedication of Commerce Center Drive' the Genera!

Land Use amend."it fro, Medium to l{igh Deosity Resideatial' and the Zone

Ci"ig. f*. CC to R'3-M. Seconded by Creig end the vote wls unanimous'

5- Roed ltedication Commerce Ceater Dr' N eud

Excel Design
(Recommendation)

Discussed and voted on under Item tf4

,r{paillcHEARrNG
General Land Use Change:

Dev-/Ercel Decign
Medium to High DensitY

@ecommendation)
Discussed and voted on under Item ii4

Cascade Dev'/

2620 N Commerce Center Cascade

2620 N Commerce Center Cascade Dev'lExcel
/r- PT'BLIC HEARING

Zone Change: CC to R-3-M
Design

(Recommendation)

Discussed and voted on under Item *14



CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AhI ORDINANCE VACATING AND AMENDING TIID, FINAL PLAT FORTHE
NORTHFIELD ADDITION SUBDIVISION PHASE 1

IYHEREAS, the Developer of the Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase I came before

the City Council and was granted final plat approval, and

WIIEREAS, since receiving the approved final plat, the Developer would like to amend

the final plat, and

IYIIEREAS, the proposed amendment complies with the planning and zoning

requirements that the City has designated on this piece ofproperty, and

WIIEREAS, notice of the proposed amended final plat has been given to all property

owners $,ithin the Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase l; and

W[[F.RAS, the Cedar City Planning Commission considered the proposed final plat

amendment and gave a positive recommendation toward the proposed amendment and found the

amendment to be in the best interest ofthe public, and in harmony with the objectives and

purposes of Cedar City's planning and zoning ordinances; and

WHEREAS, the City Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to

consider the proposed final plat amendment finds that the proposed amendment furthers the

City's policy of establishing and maintaining sound, stable, and desirable development within the

City, promoting more fully the objectives and purposes of the City's General Land Use Plan and

l6ning ordinances, or correcting manifest errors; and

NOW BE IT tr'URTI{ER ORDAINED bv the City Council of Cedar City, State of
Utah, that the Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase I is hereby amended as more particularly

described herein, City staff is hereby directed to accept the amended plat'

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. . shall become effective

immediately upon publication as required by State Law.

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained:



Dated this _ day of October, 2021

ISEALI

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER

MAILE L. WISON.EDWARDS, MAYOR



TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUUECT:

CEDAR CITY COUNCIL

AGENDA ITEM - h

Mayor and City Council

City Attorney

October 12,2021

Request to vacate and amend the final plat of the Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase

1.

0tscusstoN:

Pursuant to the Planning Commission's discussion reSarding a proposed amended plat for the

Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase 1, located at 2620 North Commerce Center Drive, a proposed

ordinance was prepared. The requested change would amend the final plat to allow the dedicated road

to travel a different route and provide a second access to the development. The amended plat would

also allow the building of additional units on property. This proposed change is consistent with the

desires of the property owner. The Planning Commission gave this request a positlve recommendation

(see the a$ached minutes).

Please consider whether or not to pass this ordinance amending the final plat.



o+ PI'BLIC HEARING
Subd.- Vacate a portion of Northlield Addition Subdivision Phase 1

including a portion of the street which also inctudes 2559 N, 2573 N' 2589

N, 2605 f, zbzt N, 2635 N ,2651 N and 2667 North Commerce center
Drive and 9-1560{1005-0002; Gascade Dev.IExcel Design
(Recommendation)

Mary said as items 4-7 all deal with the same land, they can discuss thern all at the same

time.

Charles Hammon with Excel Design said this came here about 3 years ago. They all

thought that Commerce Center Drive would extend on through to the north' The

neighbors who live there to the north all came in and this set than back to square one

witiout a second access to the aparments. They went back to the drawing board and

there was just no way to have that access in every direction. Recently, Jim Blackner sold

his parcel to them. He pointed out Cascade Springs Phase I which is existing. Years ago,

they came in and were able to get the re-zone on what was to be Phase 2. That inegular

shaped parcel. That is why it is already zoned and planned for that road to extcnd. That is

sort ofwhy this parcel is a strange shape' This is also in 2 zones. Most ofit is R-3-M

then the very west side is CC. All the property in red on the map is CC. What thcy are

ryiDg to do is all thc tots in Northfield on this map as A-I, they would like to re-zone to

the R-3-M and build the second phase ofthese apartrnents. Then across the str€et' &ey

will evenoally do some townhome style for rent. ln order to meet the fire code, they need

a second access, and they want to thank Jonathan and Don who have bean good to work

with and lots of help. They are proposing that this north end of Commerce Center Drive

will then turn and go to the west'
For the road dedication, that will not go any further to the north due to the neighbors who

did not watrt any more traffic in their neighborhood. The same developer now owns both

sides ofthis road. They will redirect the road to the west, and you can see how this road

now terminates at the County line. They have tried to annex this, but the County would

not allow them to annex it. They say that would create another island of City in the

County. They will allow them to dedicate the street. They would complete Commerce

Cente; Drive going wesl then loop that into the County portion of the propety, and back

down in ordeifor Cascade Springs to have the 2 accesses. It is a long story and has been

a long process.

Adam said so the City would have halfofthis horseshoe road and the County would have

the other half. Charles said they really want to annex that parcel and they are currently

working with Whitney on the north. The General Plan calls for that parcel to be R-2.

They are trying to get with the County and get all that is designated as letter M and N to

the north to all agree to annex, then it would trot create an island. They would just be

taking all that into the City. The County does not want them to annex until they can get

both those other parcels to come in also. The process then is multi-facetted. cascade

Springs is full arrd ther€ is a crunch on property, and they want to now do Phase 2. All
around them is zooed commercial. There is residential to the north. They would like to

annex west of this line at a ftture date and when they do that, will develoP that as duplex



aDd twin-hoEe stYle.

Marywenttothemaponthewallandpointedoutallthediff€f€ntzoning.A.Irylcefon
i. ir"p *lU Ut *-mned. She pointetl out the I piece that is CC; Half of this is already

_i"Ji._urr. the othcr is coomercial. The master plan is to include all that area

A<tam had Charles point out on tbis map exactlywhere the road will go' Charles pointed

;;trr-;a;"..:it would rum to the wesg and they are working with the coEty trow

;rh";';iJ;ttoi ooer tarin the countv and that will give them the second

access.

6rJi"s .fro poi"ted out the land still owned by Mr' Roger Smith who has plans to do

more resideotial on his ProPerlY'

Mary opened the public hearing. Seeing no comments' Mary closed the public hearing'

Adam made a motion for a positive recommendation for items 4-7 as discussed: the

subdivision vacating, tn" nooa i-eaicttiou of Commerce Center Drive' the General

i;;U;;.;;;;t from Medium to High Denritv Reeidential" and tte Zone

A;;g, ftii c-il i-s-M' seconaed by treig and t[e vote was unrnimous'

5- Road Dedication
Excel Design

(Recommendation)

Discussed and voted on under ltem #4

,,4 rusl,rc HEARtr{c
General Land Use Change:

Dev./Ercel Design
Medium to High DensitY
(Recommendation)

Dis'cussed and voted on under Item *i4

/-r*rr"o*"
Zone Change: CC to R'3-M

Desrgn
(Recommendation)

niscussed and voted on under Item ll4

Commerce Center Dr' N end Crscade DevJ

2620 N Commerce Center Cascade

2620 N Commerce Celter Cascade DevJExcel
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TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECI:

CEOAR CITY COUNCIL

AGENDAITEM- Ib+ 11

Mayor and city council

city Attorney

october 12, 2021

Requested general land use change from Central Commercialto High Density

Residential and zone change from Central Commercial (CC) to Residential Muhiple Unit

(R-3-M) for property located at 2620 North Commerce Center Drive.

DtSCUSSION:

Pursuant to the Planning commission's discussion regarding a proposed general land use and

zone change for property located at 2620 North Commerce Center Drive, two proposed ordinances were

prepared. The requested change would amend the general land use designation from central

commercial to High Density Residential and the zone from cc to R-3-M. These proposed changes are

consistent with the desires of the property owner. The Planning commission gave these proposals a

posltlve recommendation (see the attached minutes).

please consider whether or not to pass this ordinance amending the general land use and zone

for this area.



+ PUBLIC HEARING
iuUO.- Vacat" a portion of Northfield Addition Subdivision Phase 1

t*ruaingaportionofthestreetwhichalsoinctudes2SS9N'2573N'2589
N, 2605 [, zbzt u,2635 N,2651 N and 2667 North Commerce Genter

Drive and B-1560{1005'0002; Cascade Dev./Excel Design
(Recommendation)

Mary said as items 4-? all deal with the same land, they can discuss them all at the same

time.

Charles Hammon with Excel Design said this came here about 3 years ago' They all

thought that Commerce Center Drive would extend on through to the nortb' The

neighbors who live there to the Dorth all came in and this set thern back to squarc one

witlout a second access to the apartnents. They went back to the drawing board and

there was just no way to have that access in every direction. Recently, Jim Blackner sold

his parcel io them. He pointed out Cascade Springs Phase I which is existing. Years ago,

they came in and were able to get the re-zooe on what was to be Phase 2. That irregular

shaped parcet. That is why it is already zoned and planned for that road to extcnd That is

sort ofwhy this parcel is a strange shape. This is also in 2 zones. Most ofit is R'3'M
then the viry west side is CC. All the properly in red on the map is CC. What they are

tryiDg to do is all *re lots in Nor*rfield on this rnap as A-I, they would like to re-zone to

tne n-3-tvt and build the second phase ofthese apartmenB. Then across the str€et' they

will eventually do some townhome style for rent. In order to meet the fire code, they need

a second acceis, and they want to thank Jonathan and Don who bave been good to work

with and los of help. They are proposing that this north end of commerce center Drive

will then tum and go to the west.

For the road dedicatio& that will not go any further to the north due to the neighbors who

did not want any more traffic in their neighborhood. The same developer now owns both

sides of this road. They will redirect the road to the west, and you can see how this road

now terminates at the County line. They have tried to annex this, but the County would

not allow them to annex it. They say that would create aootber island of City in the

County. They will allow them to dedicate the street' They would complete Cornmerce

Center Drivi going west, then loop that into the County portion ofthe property, and back

down in ordeifor Cascade Springs to have the 2 accesses. It is a long story and has been

a long process.

Adam said so the city would have halfofthis horseshoe road and the county would have

the other half. Charles said they really \yant to annex that parcel and they are currently

working with Whitney on the north. The Ceneral Plan calls for that parcel to be R-2'

They ari trying to gei *ith the County and get all that is designated as letter M and N to

the north to all agrJe to aunex, then it woutd not create an island. They would just be

taking all that into the city. The county does not want them to annex until they catr get

both those other parcels to come in also. The process then is multi-facetted. cascade

Springs is full and there is a crunch on properry, and they want to now do Phase 2' All
arouni them is zoned commercial. There is residential to the north. They would like to

annex west ofthis line at a future date and when they do that, will develop that as duplex

o



and twin-home stYle.

Mary went to the map on the wall and pointed out all the differeot zoning' A-I parcels on

d. ,irup.o,iU t. t"'zoned. She pointed out the I piece that is CC; Half of this is already

^o.a 
i.-Utt. the othcr is commercial. The master plan is to include all that area

la..u"acu,topointoutontbismapexactlyrrheretberoadwillgo.Charlespointed
oot tn. .uE 

",n"'" 
it would tum to the wesg and they are wo:king with the County uow

I"in"i'.""iror"Ja", o,t", uutf in the county and that will give them the second

access.

&.ril ufro poi"ted out the land still owned by Mr' Roger Smith who has plans to do

more residential on his ProPertY.

Mary opem.ed the public hearing' Seeing no comments' Mary closed the public hearing'

Adan made a motion for a positive recommendation for items 4'7 as discussed: the

subdivision vacating, the noJ Derlication of Commerce Center Drive' the General

;;J U;;.;"d.ult fro. Medium to Eigh Density Residentisl, and the Zone

A;;g. il c-c ; R-3-M' Seconded by traig and the vote was unaninour'

5- Rord Dedication
Excel Desigu

(Recommendation)

Discussed and voted on under Item *i4

v&pwttcwARrNc
General Land Use Change:

Dev./Ercel Design
Medium to lligh DensitY
(Rocommendation)

Dis'cusse.d and voted on under Item l*4

/r- PUBLIC IIEARING
Zone Change: CC to R-3-M

Commerce Center Dr. N end Cescade DevJ

2620 N Commerce Centcr Cascade

2620 N Commerce Center Cascade DevJExcel

Desigr
(Recommendation)

Discussed and voted on under Item li4
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CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CEDAR CITY COT]NCIL AMEIYDING CEDAR CITY'S
GENERAL I.AND USE PLAN FROM CENTRAL COMMERCIAL TO HIGII DENSITY

RESIDENTIAL FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPRO)OMATELY 2620 NORTII
COMMERCE CENTERDRTVE.

WHEREAS, the owners of property located at 2620 North Commerce Center Drive have

petitioned Cedar City to change the current General Land Use Plan from Central Commercial to

High Density Residential, the property is more particularly described as follows:

wEsT PORTION OF B-r560-0005-0002:

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 26, TOWNSHIP 35

SOUM, RANGE I I WEST, OF THE SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; THENCE

S89"44'40"E, ALONG THE SECTION LINE, 1,348.18 FEET; TTIENCE N00"00'00"E'
1,825.13 FEET TO THE POINT oF BEGINNING; TIIENCE N00'37'22"W,200-36FEET;
THENCE S89'36'02'E, 327.66F88T TO A NON.TANGENT CURVE TO THE RIGHT,

HAVING A RADruS OF 23O.OO FEET, AND A CENTRAL ANGLE OF I I"24'I0". (RADIAL
LINE BEARS N73"38'38"W); THENCE SOUTIIERLY ALONG SAID CURVE,45.77 FEET

TO A REVERSE CURVE TO THE LEFI HAVING A RADruS OF 573.00 FEET, AND A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17'21'05"; THENCE SOUTIIERLY, ALONG SAID CURVE, 173.55

FEET; THENCE N79'35'46'W, 60.00 FEET; THENCE S89"03'38'w, 192.80 FEET TO THE

POINT OF BEGINNING. CONTAINING I.3I ACRES.

NORTH FIELD ADDITION PHASE I SUBDIVISION LOTS

ALL OF LOTS 1.8 OF THE NORTH FIELD ADDITION PHASE I SUBDTVISION AS PER

MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 612, PAGE 299 OF MAPS IN THE OFFICE OF IRON

COIJNTY RECORDER.

WHEREAS, after providing public notice as required by City ordinance the Cedar City Planning

Commission considered the proposed general land use amendment and gave the proposal a

positive recommendation ; and

WIIEREAS, the Ciry Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to consider the

proposed general land use change finds the proposed change furthers the City's policy of
establishing and maintaining sound" stable, and desirable development within the City,

promoting more fully the objectives and purposes of the City's General Land Use Plan, or

correcting manifest errors.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of Utah,

that the City's General Land Use Plan is amended from Central Commercial to High Density

Residential for property located at 2620 North commerce center Drive, and more particularly



described herein, and City staff is hereby directed to make the necessary changes to the City's
General Land Use Plan.

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. _, shall become effective immediately
upon passage by the City Council and published in accordance with State Law.

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: Abstained:

Dated this _ day of October 202 I .

TSEAL]

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER

MAILE L. WILSON.EDWARDS, MAYOR



CEDAR CITY ORDINATICE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CEDAR CITY COT]NCIL AMENDING CEDAR CITY'S
ZONING DESIGNATION FROM CENTRAL COMMERCIAL (CC) TO DWE,LLING

MULTIPLE I]NIT (R-3-I\O FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT APPROXIMATELY 2620
NORTH COMMERCE CENTER DRIVE

WHEREAS, the owners of property located at 2620 North Commerce Center Drive have

petitioned Cedar City to change the cunent zoning designation from CC to R-3-M, the property

is more particularly described as follows:

WEST PORTION OF B-1560-0005-0002:

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 26, TOWNSHIP 35

SOUTH, RANGE I I WEST, OF THE SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; TTIENCE

S89",U'40"E, ALONG THE SECTION LINE, 1,348.18 FEET; TIIENCE N00"00'00"E,

1,825.13 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING; THENCEN00'37'22"W,200.36 FEET;

THENCE S89'36'02"E, 32?.66 FEET TO A NON.TANGENT CURVE TO THE NGHT,
HAVING A RADruS OF 23O.OO FEET, AND A CENTRAL ANGLE OF I I"24'10". (RADIAL
LINE BEARS N73'3S'38"W); THENCE SOUTHERLY ALONG SAID CURVE' 45.77 FEET

TO A REVERSE CURVE TO THE LEFI HAVING A RADruS OF 573.00 FEET, AND A
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 17'21'05"; THENCE SOUTIIERLY, ALONG SAID CURVE, 173.55

FEET; THENCE N79"35'46'W, 60.00 FEET; THENCE S89"03'38"W, 192.80 FEET TO THE

POINT OF BEGINNING. CONTAINING I.3I ACRES.

NORTH FIELD ADDITION PHASE I SUBDIVISION LOTS:

ALL OF LOTS I.8 OF THE NORTH FIELD ADDITION PHASE 1 SUBDTVISION AS PER

MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 612, PAGE 299 OF MAPS IN THE OFFICE OF IRON

COUNTY RECORDER.

WEEREAS, after providing public notice as required by city ordinance the cedar city Planning

Commission considered the propossd 2ening amendment and gave a positive recommendation to

the proposal; and

WHEREAS, the City Council after duly publishing and holding a public hearing to consider the

proposed zoning amendment finds the proposed amendment furthers the City's policy of
establishing and maintaining sound, stable, and desirable development within the City,

promoting more fully the objectives and purposes of the city's zoning ordinance, or correcting

manifest errors.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of Utah'

that the City's zoning desigsation is amended ftom CC to R-3-M, for property located at 2620

North Commerce Center Drive, and more particularly described herein, and City staffis hereby

directed to make the necessary changes to the City's zoning map.



This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. 

-, 

shall become effective immediately

upon passage by the City Council and published in accordance with State Law.

Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained:

Dated this _ day ofOctober, 2021.

ISEAL]

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER

MAILE L. WILSON.EDWARDS, MAYOR



CEDAR CITY
COUNCILAGENDAITEM ,'

STAFF INFORMATION SHf,ET

TO Mayor and Council

Donald Bou&eau

October 7 ,2021

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT: Consideration of amendments to Section 26-XIV-5(A) of the Cedar City
Municipal Code pertaining to Airport Compatible Land Use Overlay Zones.

SUMMARY:

Section 26-XIV et seq of Cedar City Zoning Ordinance establishes regulations pertaining to land

use within Cedar City. It is the purpose ofthese regulations to restrict the height of structures and

objects, and otherwise regulates the use of property in the vicinity of the airport. The subject

chipter accomplishes this objective by establishing particular overlay zones which regulate

property regardless ofa property's zoning designation. Generally, the closer a property is to the

airport, the allowed uses become more restrictive. The following chart is a summary of these

overlay zones and allowed uses:

AIZ TPZ AZ

PPN*
IAZ

Nr

RPZ

NResidential - those uses identifred in R-3-36 uses

(sec.26-15 (B)), mobile homes, hotels, motels

Churches, schools, hospitals, places of public
assembly

Transportation. parking, cemeteries

General Commercial Uses

Industrial & Manufacturing Uses

Agricultural - Cropland, open space, livestock

Recreational - parks, playgrounds, golfcourses, zoos

Outdoor spectator sports

Amphitheaters

P N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

P

P

P

P

P

P

N

N

P

P

P

P

P

P

N

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

N

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

The acronyms indicated in the chart above are defined as follows:



AI? Airport Influence Zone
TPZ- Traffic Pattem Zone
AZ- Approach Zone
IAZ Instrument Approach Zone
RPZ Runway Protection Zone

As part of the implementation of these zones and in conjunction with the Airport Master Plan, the
City's Zoning and General Plan Maps have contained a graphical representation of the required
overlay zones. Currently there are some inconsistencies between the language in the ordinance
which dictates the boundaries of these zones, and the maps. Working closely with the Airport
Manager, and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), staffproposes the following changes
to bring the text and maps into consistency:

(A) Airport Compatible Land Use Overlay Zones Established

For the purpose of regulating the development ofnobe sensitive land uses to promote
compatibility between the Airport and the sunounding land uses, to protect the Airport from
incompatible development and to promote the health, safety, and gmeral welfare ofproperty
users, the Controlled Area of Cedar Cifi Regional Airport is divided into five (5) Airport
Compatible Land Use Overlay hnes, and shall be known as:

Runvay Pn ectirtn Zutte t RPLl - Tlti' :otte hegin: at tlu. enl , the prinan. :.ula(e ol.&t(h
rull]l'at.

For Runwoys 26 and 8 the zone begins at a
width of 500 feet and *pands outward unifurmly to a width of 7(n feet at a hoizontal distance
of I ,000 feetfrom the pimary surface.

Instrument Aporoach Zone (UZ) - This zone applies to Runway 20 and begins at the end of the
Runway Protection Zone. Itb l,000feet wide and extends a horizontal distance of7,350feet.
The centerline of the IAZ is a continuation of the centerline of the runwoy.

Approach Zone (AZ) - This zone applies to Runways 02/20 and 08/26. The Approach Zone for
Runway 02/20 has a width of 3,750 and shares the Runway centerline. It begins 10,000feetfrom
,1 1t111111 I -iJ,: lrttuttt!lj(t!\t,tl titt l.r r i,rtt \Lti/Lttt tilt, ,! tll. lir rr'irr t I : : t ) | t I t t t t I i tt ( tt) tl)t
lt!lutt /)ti,,1,tt\:trtltttt L'ttrl ,tl tltL ll).l\t1l) l,,,tt lttoltrtttLl /lt//Irr/t rt\1(//\1.//t prinary+alfuee Of
Runway 20 and *tends toward Runway 02 to a distance of j.t)t)t) +9{n feet beyond the pimary
nrface of Runway 02. The Approach Zone for Runway 08/26 has a width of t.);rt 2;000 feet and

PROPOSAL:



shares the Runwoy centerline. It begins at Interstale-l5 and extends toward Runway 08 to a
distance of 5.000 4900 feet beyond the primary surface of Runway 08.

Traflic Pattera Zone OP4 - fhe Tralfic Pattent Zone is established by swinging arcs of 10,000

feet radii from the center of each end of the primary surface of the Runway 02 ,t /tti t ltL t)) , )t)t '' t tl
/lri/ri1L/r (:\It /r.i/rtt ltt irtt,rt.t.;tttlLttL r,l lluttrLt.t 20 and connecting the adjacent arcs by drawing
lines tangent to those alcs. Excluded from this Zone is an area created by the following
intersecting lines: parallel to Runway 02 centerline, a line east at a horbontal distance of 2,950

feet from the centerline; and, parallel lo Runway 26 centerline, a line south al a horizontal
distance of 2,950feetfrom the centerline.

The proposed changes to the ordinance as outlined above are represented below which will be
incorporated into both the General Plan Land Use Map and the City Zoning Map as shown

below:

+ +
2

A2

SOUTH RUNWAY 2

Current ordinance is shown in the
pink shaded area. Current mapping
is shown in the blue shaded area.

Changes will reduce the length of
the RPZ Zone from north to south,
but expand it slightly to the east

and west. -The proposed RPZ zone

ordinance change is shown in the
cross-hatched area.

20

NORTH RUNWAY 20

Current ordinance is shown in the
pink shaded area. Current mapping
is shown in the blue shaded area.

This change incorporates the future
10,000 foot runway. The proposed
RPZ zone ordinance change is

shown in the cross-hatched area.

MAPS

RPZ



Aff(nl o!rE[ Y
CE T'CE

o*allrD

or&xAlcE

CH ZONE

EST RUNWAY 8/26

Current ordinance is represented in red, with the current
map in blue. No changes to the map with exception of a
slight change ofthe Approach Zone (AZ) on the east
end to match the I- l5 right-of-way. The proposed
Approach Zones ordinance change is shown in the
cross-hatched area.

+

PROPOSEO ORDI}lAl(E OIAre8
TORAPPIOACH ZONI r-
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APPROACH ZONE

NORTH - SOUTH RUNWAY 2/20

No changes to the map are proposed for the AZ and

TPZ zones. Ordinance changes are proposed to reflect

the current map.

CONCL IJSION

staff requests that the City Council consider the proposed ordinance changes as presented.

IEflT.! trll .'
\



,r{- pvsr,lcgtrARrNc
Ordinrnce Tert Amendmont Section 2GXIV-S Airport Overlay Zones Strff

@ecommendation)
Jonathan said they are proposing an ordinance change in section 26 for the Airport
Overlay zones. They got to looking at the overlay zones as part ofthe General Plan

update that is going on now. They need to make sure these zones are shown correctly'

The uses inside those are very restricted so they wanted to make sure they are correct.

They have found some discrepancy berween the map and whaa the ordinance says. They

have discussed all this with the FAA and want to make sure they are both correct Also,

that they conform with the Airport Master Plan. There are some things that they oeed to

adjust.
Tie Runway protection Zotre at the verry south end of Runway 2 he pointed out thar isby

Highway U-SO and Luad. The pink shaded is called out in the ordinance and the blue is

*hit i, ,ho*, oo the map. They need to widen out the one atea and take the rest offthe

very end of the map. Moit of this is already &veloped or is City owned property. It will

not be affecting anyone. The FAA is requiring this at that south end'

At the north en4 iiis simitar; the pink shaded is what is currently in the ordinance and

the blue is how ii shows on the map. The dark black line is what they are proposing.

Mary said so this is more ofjust a cleanup item.

Jonathar went on with the east to west runway, the pink shaded is what is in the

ordinance, and the blue is what is on the map. what they will recommend in this

ordinaaccchange is that blue area. it is smaller than what it currently is. Will e,dend !o

the west but it is already developed. On the east side is I-15'

U1 pointea out the approach zone; he pointed out the traffc pa$ern zone, and thar is all

.ro*d th. nirpott. I-tri ordinance is shown in the red line, and the maps are the blue line.

The maps heri were correct' They will clean it all up to march the map' The Airport

Approach Zone is being modified to match what is on the maps'

It was asked what the AZ meant: that is the Airport Influence Zone'

Mary opened the Public hearing.

Tim watson said he has no objection in cleaning things up. It is requested by Engineering

aod stafr that they get the FAA approval on any consEuction project before it happens.

That is such a mess-. That AZ zone does not affect much to the south but to the norrh.

They have to have FAA clearance and that takes 45-90 days. In visiting with FAA, they

only want to see this clearance request at the vertical, not horizontal' He wants to

question this as it may not be part of any ordinance, but as they work through at the

direction of staff, tbey need to clari! so they don't have to do this every time'

Mary said so in the ordinance they only need to notifu the FAA if they are building

e6alstl'ing vertical not horizontal. And they only want to see the vertical things'

Tim said it comes back to bite them every time. He said they have waited the entire 89



days just to have the FAA say they did not need it. He would love to see this get clarified

Mary said so this is a clean up thing.
Tyler said that ihis airport is a federally funded airport and they have to meet all the FAA

requirements and get things in writing. They do not want to jeopardize this in any way.

Tim said he has discussed this all with Nick Holt ofthe airport and they get into a spiral

that they never get out of. The FAA director, Stephen Landry ovenees this area and has

been one ofthose who never officially address this, even though they only want to see

constuction that is vertical not horizontal.

Mary said so they just go around and around. Tyler said he will get to the bottom of this

issue. He said that he will get with Tim, and they can work on this issue.

Jonathan said when a subdivision come in, part of the reason they bave done this at that

time is so tbey all know that homes will be built in this subdivision. It will be approved

by the FAA so if that happened to get platted then sold, then each individual that builds a

home there would not need to file with the FAA. From their standpoint, it would be better

to be approved by the FAA rather than each individual homeowner having to file for that.

Dave Clarke said they deal with this on a weekly basis. You request your project, you

have to give a latitude, longitude, and an elevation. A residential building can be 35'
high. The FAA exp3ects you to build something and this approval expires in 2 years. they

may still want to go back on the owner to get that FAA approval. 90% ofCedar City is

in that magical plain. Just mitigate the whole town. Anlthing up on a foothill is all that

is an issue. It makes no sense, they just dangling this in front ofthe City for the federal

money and you bave to do this. It is really cumbersome. Just because you arc approved

by the FAA does not mean the end. That expires and they can get you next time. It is
very subjective. If all it takes is the stoke of a pen. You would see a light blitrking on top

of the Moroni statue on top of the temple but for a sfoke ofthe pen' Not you don't necd a

blinki9ng light up there- It is very subjective.

Tio can understand and why that developer is responsible. They have to do the 7460

report but when the housel is built 2 years or 20 years out, they still need to verifr the

treight ofttre talest struchre in that subdivision. then other forms are all recorded. There

is feasibility. It is similar but does not fit so many feet down to this subdivision. For 20

years you have to update that file each 2 years until it is all built out'

Tim said that the Titan Security is 3-story and is 3 times higher than anything in that area.

they ueed to be able to do something other than this 7460 form. That is the only method

thai the City allows them to do. They have to do this as it is an itern on the checklist.

Mary asked Jonathan if this is part of the ordinance that they are trying to cleao up, it
seems that this FAA approval is a separate issue. They can work on that FAA form

issue.
They will focus now on the change to the ord9inance and the overlay zone map'

Jonarhan said he would be happy to sit down and discuss this and see ifthere is a better

way to haodle the FAA. Tyler, Jonathan, and Tim can all meet and discuss that other



issue.

Mary closed the Public hearing.

Adem movcd to send a positive recommendetion to ttc city council for the changes

to the ordinance end mip, so they match; seconded by Craig and the votc wrs

unanimour.



CEDAR CITY ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINATICE AMENDING CHAPTf,R 26 ARTICLE XIV OF THE ORDINANCE
OF CEDAR CITY, UTAH, RELATED TO TI{E CITY's AIRPORT OVERLAY ZONING.

WHEREAS, Cedar City has adopted Chapter 26 of the ordinance of Cedar City, Utah,

and said provisions regardhg the City's Planning and Zoning; and

WHEREAS, Cedar City has the legal authority to adopt ordinances for the benefit of the

City and its citizens; and

WHEREAS, tlte Cedar City Council desires to update and amend Chapter 26, Article
XIV, of the Cedar City Ordinances entitled "Airport Overlay Zoning"; and

WHEREAS, the purpose of the ordinance revision is to correct portions and expand

other portions ofthe airport overlay zone; and

WIIEREAS, these amendments will also ensure that the written language of the City's

ordinance matches accurately the City's zoning maps; and

WHEREAS, as required by City ordinance, the Cedar City Planning Commission

considered the proposed amendments and gave a positive recommendation to the proposals; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is in the best interests of the health, safety'

convenience, order, appearance, prosperity, and general welfare ofthe landowners and citLens

ofCedar City to amend the ordinance to clarifu the locations ofthe City's airport overlay zones.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of
Utah that Chapter 26 Article XIV of the ordinance of Cedar City, Utah, is hereby amended to

include the below underlined red text and exclude all crossed out text:

SECTION 2GXIV-S. Compatible Land Use Regulations

(A) Airport Compatible Land Use Overlay Zones Established

For the purpose of regulating the development ofnoise sensitive land uses to promote

compatibility between the Airport and the sunounding land uses, to protect the Airport fiom
incompatible development and to promote the health, safety, and general welfare ofproperty

users, the Controlled Area ofCedar City Regional Airport is divided into hve (5) Airport

Compatible Land Use Overlay Zones, and shall be known as:

Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) - This zone begins at the end ofthe primary surface ofeach
runway. For Run\yay 2 the zone besins at a width of 1.000 feet and expands outward uniformlv

to a width of 1.510 feet at a horizontal distance of 1.700 feet from the primary surface. For



Runwav 20 the zone begins at a width of 1,000 feet and expands outvard unifollolyla a width-af
1.725 feet at a horizontal distance of2,450 feet from the Drimary surface then continues to
extend nonheast along Runrvay 02/20 centerline another 1.348 feet at thc sarne l-725lleelia
width. This will extend the RPZ zone to cover the future 10,000 foot Runway extension
proposed in the 2017 Cedar City Regional Aimort Master Plan

begins at a rvidth ef I ;000 feet and expands eutward rxrifermly te a width ef l;7"5 feet at a

horizental Cistree ef 2;450feetfremtltePrimary For Runways 26 and 8 the zone

begins at a width of500 feet and expands outward uniformly to a width of700 feet at a
horizontal distance of 1,000 feet from the primary surface.

Instrument Approach Zone (IAZ) - This zone applies to Runway 20 and begins at the end ofthe
Runway Protection Zone. It is 1,000 feet wide and extends a horizontal distance of7,350 feet.
The centerline ofthe IAZ is a continuation of the centerline ofthe runway.

A Zone (AZ) - This zone applies to Runways 02120 and 08/26. The Approach Zone for
Runway 02120 has a width of3,750 and shares the Runway centerline. It begins 10,000 feet from
a ooint 1.3-18 feet northeast ofthe orimarv surface alons the Runwav 02120 centerline to the
future orimarv surface end ofthe 10.000 foot orooosed Runwav extension pdmary+urfaee of
Runway 20 and extends toward Runway 02 to a distance of 5.000 490e feet beyond the primary
surface of Runway 02. The Approach Zone for Runway 08/26 has a width of I .150 1B00 feet
and shares the Runway centerline. It begins at lnterstate-l5 and extends toward Runway 08 to a
distance of 5.000 4p00 feet beyond the primary surface of Runway 08.

TraIfic Pattem Zone (TPZ) - The Traffic Pattem Zone is established by swinging arcs of 10,000
feet radii from the center ofeach end ofthe primary surface of the Runway 02 and the pronosed
Runwav extension orimarv surface of Runwav 20 and connecting the adjacent arcs by drawing
lines tangent to those arcs. Excluded from this Zone is an area created by the following
intersecting lines: parallel to Runway 02 centerline, a line east at a horizontal distance of2,950
feet from the centerline; and, parallel to Runway 26 centerline, a line south at a horizontal
distance of 2,950 feet from the celterline.

NOW BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED by the City Council of Cedar City, State of Utah that
City staff is authorized to make such non-substantive changes to the format and table ofcontents
ofchapter 26 Article III as are reasonably necessary to facilitate this amendment.

This ordinance, Cedar City Ordinance No. _, shall become effective
immediately upon passage and publication as required by State Law.

Amended by City Ordinance



Council Vote:

Ayes: _ Nays: _ Abstained:

Dated this _ day of October, 2021

TSEAL]

ATTEST:

RENON SAVAGE, RECORDER

MAILE L. WILSON-EDWARDS
MAYOR



To:

From:

Council Meeting Date:

Subject:

Discussion

CEDAR CITY
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA IT"11,T 19
STAFF INFORMATION SHEET

Mayor and City Council

Drew Jackson

October20,202l

Review bids for the Cedar City Municipal OIfice Building
HVAC Controls

This project involves replacing the existing building automation

HVAC Controls with a new system to improve controllability,
reliability and functionality ofthe building heating, ventilation and

air conditioning systems.

Cedar City received 2 bids for the IIVAC Controls project. The

low bidder for the project is Utah Yarnas Controls. The higher

bidder did not attend the mandatory pre-bid meeting.

The following table shows a summary of the bids that were

received.

Bid S

If this bid is awarded it would be on the condition that the

Contractor provide the required executed bonding, insurance

documents, immigration status verification, and that the Mayor be

authorized to sign the agreernent with the Contractor'

Bid AmountName of Contractor

$65,890Utah Yamas Controls

$66,687Rocky Mountain Mechanical

I



Project Funding
[ryAC Controls System

Capital Improvement Fund 10-42-730

Fundine -
Capital Improvement Fund 1042-730

Exoenses -
Contract Amount

Totals -

Fundine ExDenses Balance

$65,248

($6s,890)

$65,248 ($65,890) ($642)

This project is over budget. ($642) is to be paid from Building and
Ground Mainten ance 1 0-42-262.
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TO

CEDAR CITY COUNCIL
AGENDA rTEMS - rO
DECISION PAPER

Mayor and City Council

City Manager

October 13,2021

Memorandum of Understanding regarding drainage and effluent
study.

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

DISCUSSION:

Attached is a proposed memorandum ofunderstanding between Cedar City, Iron County, Enoch

City, and the Central kon County Water Conservancy District.

kon county has a grant from the NRCS to study and provide preliminary engineering related to

strom drainage running north from the Ariprot to Rush Lake. There is some interest in taking a

look to see if wastewater emuent reuse can be incorporated into the study. The MoU would

document cooperation on this study and preliminary engineering bet"'veen the above entities.

The MOU also documents that any future decisions on design and/or construction will have to be

made by the entities at a future date.

Enoch, Iron County, and the Water Consewancy District have approved the memorandum of
understanding. Please consider approval'

Memorandum of Understanding
This memorandum of understanding is entered into this 

- 
day of 2021 between the

following entities: Ccdar City, a Utah municipal corporation and body politic, Iron County, a body politic, Enoch

City, a U:tah muuicipal corporation and body politic, and the Centnl Iron CouDty Water Conserwancy District, a

Utah local district.

t herees, all of the parties to this memorandum of understanding havc an interest in the prescut and future

water use in the Cedar valley aquifer; aud

l herees, each entity collectively and individuatly bas engaged in various programs to eDcourage

conservatioo and r€-use of limited water resources; and

Where.s, Irotr County currently has received a grant Aom &e Natural Recourses Conservation Service

(NRCS) to study and conduct limited preliminary engineering. The arca included in this study is the coal creek

drainage running north ofthe Cedar City Regional Airport to Rush take; and

Wherees, in furtherance ofthis NRCS grdnt Iron County has contracted with Bowen Cotlins, an

engineering firm, to conduct the necessary shrdy and preliminary design work; and

Wherees, Cedar Ciry owns and operates the Cedar City Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. This

tseaunent plant provides sanitary sewer services for ccdar city, Enoch city, and unincorporated areas oflton



County; and

Wherces, the Cedar City Regional Wastewater TrcatmeDt Plant produces emusnt that Ced City currendy

disposes ofusing methods that are in compliance with applicable permits issued by the State ofUtah; and

lVhcrerq all the parties to this memorandum ofunderstanding are interested in amending the County's

NRCS grant to include studying other possible uses for ore wastewater efflucnt and possible preliminary design

wort for additional intastructurc that may be needed to facilitate other uses ofthe effluenL

Now thereforc, Cedar City, Iron County, Enoch City, and the Central kon County Water Conservancy

District enter this memorandum ofunderstanding to facilitate the puposes outlined abovc

1. lron County is and shall continue to be the sponsor for the grant application with

the NRCS.

Cedar city, Enoch City, and the Central lron County Water Conservancy District

shall be co-sponsors for the grant application with the NRCS.

4. Each party agrees to cooperate and use their best good faith efforts to facilitate

the completion of the purposes stated in this memorandum of understanding.

Datcd this _ day of 202t.

[signature blocks for each entity]

2
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3. This memorandum of understanding is limited to this NRCS study and
preliminary design process. Should the parties hereto wish to continue with joint

design and construction projects these will have to be agreed to after the study and

preliminary design are complete.


