CEDAR CITY PI,A
NG COMMISSION
MINUTES
June 15,2021
The Cedar City Planning Commission held a meeting on Tuesday, June 15,2021at 5:15 p.m., in the City
Council Chambers, l0 North Main, Cedar City Utah.

Members in attendance: Mary Pearson-Chair, Craig Isom, Jennie Hendricks, Jill Peterson, Hunter
Shaheen, Ray Gardner, Adam Hahn
Memb
absent Staff in attendance: City Attorney-Tyler Romeril, City Planner-Donald Boudreau, Senior EngineerTrevor McDonald, and Michal Adams
Others in attendance: Tim Watson, Roger Thomas, Dave Clarke, Steve Ashworth, Brenda Blackburn,
Laura Henderson, Ty McCurdy, Erik Kallgren, Valerie Klobucharich, Jordan McNett, Travis Larsen,
Jason Valentine, Alex Valencia, Nick Ripandeli, Deepar Agrawal, Anthony Murdock, Martin Klemic,
Jim Vowl, Mike McNett, Brent D. Jana Stone, Jon Bauer, Alan Miller, Steve Bartholomew, Dallas
Buckner

at 5:16 p.m.
ITEM/REOUESTED MOTION LOCATION/PROJECT APPLICANT/PRESENTER
The meeting was called to order

I.

Regular Items

1. Approval of Minutes (June 1,2021)
(Approval)
Craig moved to approve the minutes of June lr202l, seconded by Adam and the vote was
unanimous.
2- PUBLIC HEARING
Master Planned Road Amend Tipple Road Area
Luxury Homes/Platt & Platt
(Recommendation)
Before beginning all the public hearings, Tyler R. wanted to explain this process. There are several
General Land amendments and zone changes on this agenda. These are recommendations. The Planning
Commission will give their recommendation then these items will still go on to the City Council. You
will need to follow the process; no other notices will be sent;just expect to check on the Council agenda
to see to see when your item comes through.
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt presented and said they are trying to develop 90 acres along Tipple Road.
This area was annexed into the City back in 2006.It is still ZonedAT at this time. He pointed out the
map, and the 66' wide planned Tipple Road. Less than 1000 feet away,there is another 66' wide masterplanned road then along the foothills, another 75' master-planned road. They would like to get rid of that
road in the middle. It seems like in some other places that master planned road was just thrown in there.
They did not think it through when they did this. When this current master plan was adopted, it has been
some 10- l2 years back. As part of the development, they will improve Tipple Road, they just don't want
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to have to do the east side. That is not justified; where does that road go anyway. Up that steep canyon?
Dave feels there is no justification to have 3 roads in that canyon. Then you have that75' wide road
along the bottom of his map, that piece is not in the City, has not been annexed, and that will cut through
the property. He is not sure of the intent. There is also another 66' wide road that runs diagonally, it is
deeded, so is on the books. They can make that a75' rcad or leave it at a 66' wide road.
Craig talked all the roads in the area, and had Dave point out which road; the second green one that
comes off the frontage road. He pointed out the road that goes up the canyon; the county has chip sealed
a little bit of that. Craig wondered again, the distance between these 2 roads. Dave said at the top around
800' and at the bottom around 1200'so an average of 1000' apart.

Trevor said he and Jonathan have looked at this area. depending on the zoning, if they go denser in this
area,they estimate about 7000 cars per day. With that in mind, they feel they need to keep that second
road in there, if not at 66' wide, then maybe just a 55' wide connector. They are recommending to
Avenue Consultants doing the master plan now, that they look at this area and see what they determine.
Under that road is a waterline so if they do away with the road, they would still need an easement for that
waterline. They prefer to have those waterlines in a road.
Dave said if they develop all this area, they will have several roads within it. If that waterline gets shifter
over that will not change the water model any. If they move it or put it down some other road then at least
they don't have that other master-planned road right on the other side of the development.

Jill said they determine around 7000 cars per day. Trevor said the study came up with 7360 cars per day.
Adam asked at what point. When this is all built out? They are only looking today at these 2 properties.
The 75 acres on one side and this side. Trevor said they have come up with 765 units, and at 10 trips per
day.
Dave said they are thinking commercial on that north end, and the 75 acres at about 4 units per acre is
only 300 units. There is no way they would be near that many trips. He would question that number.

Mary opened the public hearing as there are so many items, she will limit each one to 15 minutes.
Respect your neighbors, keep in mind the time limit but express your concerns or support- either way.
Please state your name for public record.
Tyler McCurdy said he lives on Tipple Road where the V is. The traffic has been a hundred-fold since
the campground went in. There is a trail head there now with lots of traffic, dust and they did chip seal a
portion, so the dust is down a little bit. He sees no reason to put in more density than they have out there
now. If you maximize the density, that will kill this area. There is not enough egress from this area now.
That second road is very valuable if this area develops. He read quotes from neighbors (see attached
letters). They are all opposed to the zone change; this area will become a bottleneck of traffic. It will
affect their property and the rights of all property owners in this area.It is open to hiking and biking.
They utilize this road now and there is an incredible amount of traffic on this road now. 7000 cars per
day is accurate. If this will be high density to low density as a buffer that is not with the General Plan.
The zone change will be negative on the community.
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Tyler M. said he feels the same way. They have traffic there now. There are fire and safety issues, they
will have a bottleneck of traffic. The master plan addresses all these issues. They are all super concerned
if they put lots of people in the small amount of area.
Mary closed the public hearing.
Dave said their number of 7000 trips per day is 583 per hour for a straight 12 hours. He feels there are
very few roads that have that many per hour. He still feels that is exaggerated.
Craig said as they reach so many units, they will need a second access per ordinance. There needs to be a
second access when they reach 80 units.

Adam asked again about the size. This parcel is 90 acres. That is from the highway down then a chunk on
that upper portion is owned by SITLA.
Adam said as they are only working on the development of this parcel, is there away for them to not
eliminate this road until after the design is all done? Just so they can all be comfortable with where you
put other roads and as they will need a second access, to see just how that will all work. Dave said the
City would pay to oversize a road and then it is kind of economics. They become bound to that
alignment. If they can move that, if the Council would be open to that, they just don't want to spend all
the money on design and then have this denied. He said they want to eliminate that one master-planned
road, so they don't have 2 roads that close together. That other road is on a section line where most
master-planned roads are placed.
Craig wondered just how they plan to access water and sewer down here? Dave said they are working
that out now. They will need to bring that across the freeway from Talon Pointe area. The capacity of that
waterline was designed to go over here. Craig wondered then, is that anatural route for that water?
Trevor said that engineering will need to look at the topo on the sewer for this area. they are not sure of
any master planned line that goes through there. Dave pointed out the culvert that it may go through.

Jill asked if this property line was on those 2 roads? Dave said that 33' of that road is on their side. Dave
said to have only half the road is a hassle. Even if they only make that a 55' wide road that would benefit
them. If they moved it over a little, they could develop the whole road and have lots on both sides. If you
have that on the boundary and only develop the I side, that could be only half a road for how long.
Mary said the problem is that they did not bring a solution. If they eliminate that road here, where should
it go. Just to eliminate it, is not the right answer. Where would a new road be proposed if it were not at
this location. Dave said anywhere that makes more sense. They all know they will need a second access.
Dave said the whole point is there is no need for that second master-planned road so close. It does not
need to be 66' wide and can be anywhere. That is the request.
Craig said he was not sure he was comfortable with this. Adam also was not comfortable will just
eliminating that road.
Adam made a motion to send a negative recommendation to the City Council of the elimination of
this master-planned road. Seconded by Craig and the vote was unanimous.
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3. PUBLIC HEARING
General Land Use Amend
approx. 2901 S Tipple Roadluxury Homes/Platt & Platt
Low Density to Medium & Commercial
(Recommendation)
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt said this is the land use and zone change for the property. The master
plan has this all to be R-1. It was annexed in back in2006 and is still zoned AT. Across the road there is
some HS then R-1. That is the General Plan. They propose to do this as R-2-1- all single-family homes,
just a little more flexible. If you look at the numbers, the R-2-1 is 7000 square foot lots with 70'
frontage. You can get 4-6 single family home with the roads per acre. Their intention is for some lots to
be 12,000 and 13,000 with the flexibility to go down to the 7,000 square foot lots. The overall density
will turn out to be the R-l density. They want to put in a park. They are willing to do a park but go a little
smaller on some of the lots. If you look at the 7 5 acres at R- 1, you can get 3.6 units per acre or about 270
homes. Their plan is to put between 265 and 275 homes. With the R-2-1 you could go up to 370 units.
The intent is to basically meet the density of the R-l but have some smaller and some larger lots, then a
park. They just want the flexibility. That is the proposal.
Craig wondered what type of documentation they can get on that park.
are talking 75 acres, what is it. Dave said there is a
piece
15-acre
up at the frontage road to be commercial which leave 7 5 acres for the residential.

Jill said earlier he said this was 90 acres, now they

Mary opened the public hearing
Mike McNett said he lives in Shurtz Canyon about %mrle away from this land. He has talked to others.
He read a letter that was sent from Ann Welsh. (see attached letters) they all want the R-l zoning. There
are several commitments that need to be honored. This is the way they move the sheep from the mountain
to the valley. The medium density with 6 homes and possible tri-plexes will destroy their way of life.
They need good planning which requires buffer zones. They need to protect that land. It is planned to all
be the R-1 zone. Especially near all those 20-acre parcels.
He quoted the letter form Ann Welsh. He agrees with what they say. They moved out there to get away,
it is nice and peaceful. That is why they bought property out there. The developers want to buy cheap
land, sell it off for more, and this area is miles away from normal developments. They have to deal with
the sewer and water. They have taken lots of the water out of those creeks and those have run dry. They
will now take even more with hundreds of homes and residents. He is not a builder, planner, or
developer. He is just a resident. They are talking more traffic; they just barely put a bike trail out there
and brought in a campground that they have talked about. This is kind of a big thing; it is attracting lots
of people. Not to build housing all around this recreation and campground will log jam up the traffic at
the front. It will completely change this area. He disagrees with it and agrees with the Welch letter.
Trevor with engineering said they would appreciate the average density more like the R-1. They are
concerned with all the higher density. Putting those utilities under I-15 they will only have 1 shot at that.
They want to make sure they are all sized right. With higher density, they would need to see an analysis
on what that pipe size would need to be. Just to be able to stick to an average density and hold this area to
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250-270 homes would be good. It is hard to be comfortable with any higher density as they must see the
intent and use the higher density to size the pipes accordingly.
Craig said as this has been represented, it would be equal to or right around the density of the R-1. That
is what has been presented here.
Don B. said they need to remember that if the zone is changed, they can build to what that zone allows
The City has no control to require larger lots size in the medium density zone.

Alan Miller said he just bought 40 acres next to some of the others. He sold a house in Cross Hollow
Hills to be out and away. His concern is about traffic. There is already lots of dust. He has spent his life;
built and sold 3 houses to get to this area with lots of space, and he would like to see it stay that way.

Mike McNett said this area is now a wintering range for deer and turkeys. They have worked with DWR
on this. The place they live is crowded with deer. They have lots of deer in this area. Then you have
people that buy some land, they want to profit, and all those deer will have no place to go to winter. It
will change the way the turkeys migrate. Feels they should talk with the DWR on this. The turkeys have
made a comeback and it is nice to see them. They have been trying to make this area a refuge for these
animals. It will impact them.
Mary closed the public hearing.
They are doing both items 3 & 4 together

Jill asked if this were all in the City? Yes, it is in the City limits, just not zoned yet
Craig will take them at their word of what they are proposing do develop here and would move to send a
positive recommendation to the City Council for items 3 & 4 seconded by Adam - the vote was 2 for,
Ray and Jill against, and Mary voted nay so this motion did not pass.
Adam asked what were the concerns Ray has. His concern was with the traffic; they say they don't need
that other road? It makes a big difference on how this is all planned out. He was not sure they could plan
that without another road. Like the chicken and the egg thing. He feels that engineering needs to come in
on this and say why they need that road, where they need it, etc. If they change all this to the R-2, and
then you get a new owner, that is the old story again.
Adam said that frontage road is master planned as a 100' righfof-way and Tipple is a 66' wide road. So,
this area is bordered by a 100' and a 66'road. There should be no issues.

Jill said it was a big jump from 2O-acre parcels to the R-2-l. Adam said that is because you are going
from the City to the County which has 2O-acre parcels. Once they get into the City, they can only go by
City rules. The largest we have is the RE.
Craig would look at the 20-acres and transition from I-15 then move on down. He feels comfortable with
the commercial and then single family out there. Adam said it is important to remember that R-2-l is
only single-family homes. There are no duplexes and twin homes, just smaller lots.
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Dave said as far as lot width, they are talking 70' or 90' minimum. That makes a big difference when you
have 3000 feet along that road. That is where extra units come in.
Adam said he likes the R-2-1 and usually nothing is built to capacity. They can do a nice job regarding
the space and have avery nice subdivision. The idea here is to use the R-2-l so they can allow all
different sizes of lots and keep within the density of the R-l standard. That can be beneficial. This is right
next to the freeway, and you can have the higher density then move to the lower density. It is a natural
progression.

Adam made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the City council for items 3 & 4; seconded by
Craig and the vote was 2 for and2 against. Mary voted against, so this motion did not pass.

Jill made a motion to send a negative recommendation to the City Council for items 3 & 4;
seconded by Ray and the vote again was 2 for and 2 against so Mary voted for this negative
recommendation which passed.
4. PUBLIC HEARING
Zone Change: AT
approx. 2901 S Tipple Roadluxury Homes/Platt & Ptatt
cc & R-2-1
(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted on under item #3

to

5. PUBLIC HEARING
General Land Use Amend
approx. 1500 N Main.
Entrada Homes/Platt & Platt
CC & Open To High Density
(Recommendation)
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt presented and pointed out this vacant piece that is out by Knoll hill. There
is Lebar Cabinets, then Jones Paint and Glass and he pointed out other businesses in this area. The
Developer would like to change this area to R-3-M. If you look on the General Plan there is no R-3 that
is not already developed. There is R-3-M right next to this. They would like to include the entire piece,
right out to Main Street. This will be in back of all those businesses there. Just to the north, and in the
Sketch meeting there was a concern with the R-3 abutting Main Street. He pointed out the Meadow Crest
PUD that was developed about 15 years ago. They could not develop those front parcels as townhomes,
so they have sat vacant these 15 years now where they could have been apart of that development. They
have some homes north of here that front Main Street along a little frontage road, so this should not be a
deal killer to the changing of this zone. They can develop or leave out that piece that fronts Main and
have it vacant for the next 20 years or more. The commercial is just not selling. There arc vacant
commercial parcels all over town.
Adam wondered if there were anywhere else that R-3 fronted Main Street.
The zoning map was looked over, and Dave pointed out all the businesses in this area again.
They will discuss items 5 & 6 together.
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Mary opened the public hearing.
Steve Ashworth pointed out the detention pond next to this that is slated to be a park. If they take this
acreagq, about 7.5 acres and turn it all into high density and max that out, that is about 180 units on this
little strip of land. When they do that, the only way is to do apartment buildings 3 floors high, with lots of
asphalt and no grass. Look on that other side; over there is just what they did. If you change this to R-3,
that is what will happen here. The R-2-2 makes more sense. There has never been commercial along
Main Street, then R-3 then back to commercial.

Ray wondered where that large hill fit in there. An aerial map was brought up and they pointed out the
hillside and detention area, what was designated to be a park. Steve said this park was supposed tohave2
soccer fields in the bottom, then grass all the sides where all the spectators can sit. You would then have
these 3-story buildings right next to that. Steve felt that commercial needed to be along Main Street.
Steve Bartholomew said that he owns one of these commercial businesses along there. He has owned in
that location some 30 years. There is a problem with the increasing traffic. It is becoming more and more
diffrcult to get from his business out to Main Street. Trying to turn back to town is now impossible. If
you put that many more vehicles next to his place, it will be impossible to get on and off Main Street
there. Just where do you then bring them all to and from. Whether you go up to 1600 North or go
through his easement. There is an easement that is not shown that is the entrance to his property. He has
also been fighting with the businesses around him as they all park in his easement. He cannot get n and
out. That has to be addressed. That 50' easement is very important to his land. His other concern is
vandalism and the type of atmosphere in that commercial arca. You have all them, then Robison Rentals.

There is no place for residential in this area.

Trevor with engineering brought up some maps hoping to see this easement. No one was really sure
about this easement. There would need to be more research on that easement and make sure there are no
restrictions on it. Engineering can do some research.

Mary closed the public hearing for items 5 & 6.
Craig said with this easement in question, he would tend to take no action at this time, maybe table this
until they have more information on that easement.
Craig moved to table items 5 & 6 until the first meeting in July; seconded by Ray and the motion
was 3 ayes, I nay; the motion passed.
6- PUBLIC HEARING
Zone Change: GC

to

approx. 1500 N Main.

Entrada Homes/Platt & Platt

R.3.M
(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted on under item #5
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7. PUBLIC HEARING
Zone Change: MPD toR-2-2 approx. 2200W 1600 N
Scenic Dev./Platt & Platt
(Recommendation)
Dave Clarke with Platt & Platt said this is just next to the Airport along 1600 North at about 2200 West.
This zone change is in conformance with the General Plan. It will be a continuation of the development
this same owner is doing now just west of this piece. They want to get rid of this MPD zone and do the
R-2-2 according to the General Plan.
Mary opened the public hearing.
Jim Vowl said with this area, they have done this on the property next to him, now this one, and across
the street is another multi-family area. They are putting in lots of traff,rc here. Are they going to be
putting a light there? There is a lot of pressure at this intersection, plus all the dirt trucks that run along
this road.

Trevor with engineering said this intersection is on the current transportation master plan and if it
warrants a light here, they will put one in. They can get up to 8 units per acre and that will add more
traffic. Jim stated that there are lots of near misses at this intersection now and will be worse by the time
they develop all this.
Trevor said they can look at the numbers; Jim talked more about the traffic in this area.
Trevor said that Lund Highway was master-planned to be the same width as Main Street eventually.
Mary said usually the residents will ask for a traffic study to be done, and as more ask about it, that can
move up the list until they do a traffic study for this area.
It is master-planned for 2 lanes both ways with a turn lane.
Trevor said as they all develop, each one will develop their side of this road. The more that develop, the
more this road will become complete.
Mary closed the public hearing.
Craig said as this is per the General Plan, he will send a positive recommendation on this zone
change to the City Council. Seconded by Adam and the vote was unanimous.

Mary stated they will address items 8-13 together

PUBLIC HEARING - Top Parcel
General Land Use Amend
approx. 2700 S. Tipple Road Choice LifestyleAilatson Eng.
Large portion To Medium Density
(Recommendation)
Tim Watson presented and talked about this overall property of 60 acres. The top corner of 9 acres
would be the CC zone. This is all zoned AT, and the general Land Use calls for CC and then R-1. He
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pointed out a basalt outcrop that is basically undevelopable. They are proposing a General Land and a
zone change. They did talk about doing the RDO (residential development overlay) but after talking to
Don B. and Jonathan S, they decided this would be the better way to go so they are following their
recommendation. They will do this as a general land andzone change rather than the RDO. He will tell
them some about this. He had a rough layout of what the developer plans to do. This will develop into2.6
units per acre. They are requesting the R-2-1 but this will be less than the density of the R-l. He provided
a rough drawing to all the members that was presented to Sketch a few weeks ago. He wanted to clarifu
that Tipple road is to be a 66' Right-of-way and is a minor collector road. That will justifiz the
development along here, and once they reach 80 units then you need 2 roads off that minor collector.
They will see 80 units because of Tipple Road and all the improvements they do to meet the City
ordnances and Engineering standards. They will not have any other access other than off Tipple Road.
Between this development and the one that Platt's presented this road would be fully developed their
southern boarder then will continue on through the County.
Tim said they are bordered by the City annexation; there is property west and southwest of them that is
part of the Paiute Tribe but with all that basalt, there will be minimal development out there. They have
larger 2)-acre lots to the south. He explained how the County zoning is done in tiers, and they are next to
tier I which is 5-acre lots or smaller. If they are outside the City, they could enter into an agreement with
the City that they would develop to City Standards but stay in the County. They could then eventually
annex and would already be developed according to City Standards. The County zoning says S-acre lot
minimum. Then there is the SITLA land, and some utilities will need to be extended. If they can't go that
route, then they will start looking up old Highway 9l to get those utilities.

Mary said the map of the new proposal is very helpful
Mary opened the public hearing.
Adam wanted to declare that his company has done work for this owner; he has no contracts at this time
but wanted to disclose that.
Tyler McCurdy wondered just what type of commercial they would put along old Highway 91.
Don B. said that could be anything that would be allowed in the commercial zone. They talked things like
gas, motel, restaurant, anything allowed in commercial could go there.
Mary closed the public hearing.
Trevor with engineering said they are concerned with all the higher density. Putting those utilities under
I-15 they will only have 1 shot at that. They want to make sure they are all sized right.

Adam said they are talking items 8-13
Ray wanted to thank Tim for doing the layout. They can now see what they are talking about, and that
makes the vote that much easier. Tim said this type of layout is not required for a zone change, but he
was happy to provide it. Mary said it was nice to provide this, but they don't have to stick with it. Once
the zone is changed, they can put whatever that zone allows.
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Don wondered if the reason for the medium density was for the lot sizel Tim said nothing has changed.
Lot size is not an issue they have. They are not trying to cause any issues, but with the zoning the City
currently has, it does handcuff what a developer can and can't do. All of these lots will exceed 10,000
square feet but they have to go with the R-2 in order to get the lot frontage desired. He talked further
about the zoning requirements and how they are not very flexible.

Adam said due to the information they have been presented; he would make a motion to send a
positive recommendation to the City Council for items 8-13. Seconded by Craig and the vote was
unanimous.
9- PUBLIC HEARING - Top Parcel
Zone Change: AT to CC &
approx. 2700 S. Tipple Road
Eng.
R-2-1
(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted under item #8.
10- PUBLIC HEARING - Middle Parcel
General Land Use Amend
approx.2800 S. Tipple Road

Eng.

Choice Lifestyle/Watson

Choice Lifestyle/Watson

Commercial To Medium Density
(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted under item #8.
11- PUBLIC HEARING
Zone Change: AT to

Eng.

-

Middle Parcel
approx. 2800 S. Tipple Road

R'2-l

Choice Lifestyle/Watson

(Recommendation)

Discussed and voted under item #8.

PUBLIC HEARING - Bottom Parcel
General Land Use Amend approx.2900
Eng. Low Densify To Medium Density
12-

Tipple Road

Choice LifestyleAilatson

13- PUBLIC HEARING - Bottom Parcel
Zone Change: AT to R-2-1
approx.2900 S. Tipple Road

Choice Lifestyle/Watson

S.

(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted under item #8.

Eng.

(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted under item #8.
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PUBLIC HEARING
General Land Use Amend
Business & Manuf. To High Density

14-

approx.2560 N Clark

Parkway

Tippetts/ GO Civil

(Recommendation)
Dallas Buckner presented and said this is roughly 13 acres next to Gemini Meadows. It is zoned R-2-2
and is next to the Airport overlay so there are restrictions that is why they are doing 2 different zones.
The approach zone cuts through the piece. They want to go with the R-3-M as a General Land Use
change and do the I&M-1 according to the General Plan.
He has discussed this with City staff; for the R-3 density, they propose to do townhome type and treat
that airport approach zone portion as the frontage and the garage area. Due to the geometry being long
and skinny, that is too long for the dead-end length, so they would do this as a residential PUD then the
other side as a commercial PUD. They will need the fire turn arounds, etc. They are looking to put in
that R-3 the residential which would be allowed in that 60' gap. They will consider the setbacks, and all
along the dashed line, where residential is not allowed, that would be the garages, streets, etc.

Mary opened the public hearing.
Erik Kjellgren settled here after the military. He understands there is a shortage of housing in Cedar City
according to the university. He also knows that people who own property are able to develop. When he
sees denser than R-2 right next to a runway, that seems like a bad idea. There could be issues. There is
no R-3 in that development now, it is all R-2 housing. This does not seem to fit. His concern would also
be the I&M- does that allow for gravel pits?
Don B. those extraction uses are not allowed. It could be a business, light industrial, things like that, the
heavy industrial is only allowed in the I&}i4-2. Erik would recommend they keep this all R-2 as that
gives you some housing but this proposal just does not seem to fit.
Alex Engstrom lives in Gemini Meadows. They mentioned a dead-end road. Where would the egress be
coming out of here? If they were to change this to R-3 when now it is only R-2, that will increase traffic
and they all come flying down Clark Parkway now. Will this area always be limited to 2 exit points?
Dallas can confirm that they do fly down that road. This area will only have the 2 points of ingress.
Mary closed the public hearing.
Craig asked how many units total. Dallas does not know that yet. With this strip only being 60' wide
overall, and the R-3 piece only about 3 acres, that is not a lot, but he is just not sure how many units.
They want to put in 3 or 4 plexes then you have the 10' setback and the 20' setback that cuts down what
you can build. That is why those garages would be in the Airport Overlay zone. They are looking to do 2
separate PUD: one residential with 2 accesses off Clark Parkway. They will also have some type of turn
around for emergency vehicles.

Alex Engstrom said it looks like there are utilities stubbed out where that airport overlay zone would be.
Do they plan to build on that? Have they figured where the access into this would be? Dallas said when
utilities are put in, they usually stub for future growth. There are telecom boxes, etc. as far as the water,
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they

will loop that, and the sewer will

be dictated by the grades

Brenda Blackburn had a question about putting in industrial and commercial in the other section. On that
road, you see boxes and utility things are in there. Clearly that is in the Airport Overlay and you cannot
build in there. She understands that to be restricte3d all the way up to 3000 North.
Don B. said the uses are limited in that area. It needs to be industrial. You cannot put any residential
housing in that area at all.
Trevor pointed out the runway approach zone that is an area of no structures at all.
Dallas said that approach zone is offset from the run way. These GIS lines are always approximate. That
has all now been surveyed and anything inside that line is restricted to I unit per 5 acres. This is off that
I&M and they are going past that line, so they can still fit some type of residential PUD there per the
general plan, and in that approach zone, they can do the I&M.

Trevor asked if there were not height restrictions as well? With the Airport 7610 form would there be
height restriction? Dallas said that should not interfere, as far as commercial, they can be 35' and this
should not interfere with that.
Adam asked Don if you can really build some R-2-2 in that 60'? Is that possible? Dallas said if you keep
that as R-2-2 you cannot, but as far as a PUD standpoint, you can. For a regular subdivision, you need a
minimum lot size, and you have 60' then take that 20' off, then you have a duplex of 9,000 square foot
lots, then you can only put in a couple of lots. It is just not feasible to put inR-2-2.
Adam said the other is zoned I&M and will be in the back yard of those that are there now. They need
this buffer there.
Adam made a motion to send a positive recommendation to the City Council for items 14 &
Seconded by Craig.

15

Ray wondered what Don B. thought about this. They seem to be squeezing something in there that does
not fit.
Don said this is a tough one in order to make something work there. For the plan of I&M-l they can do
some industrial in there, the general plan is to have I&M under the airport overlay. This little strip of R-3
would then be surrounded by I&M andR-2-2. This is the only feasible thing to put in there unless you
only do 2 lots.
Dallas pointed out that this boundary is some 1800' long. To get 90' wide lots you get about 20 houses
in there; Then to do that 1800' road with only that many lots, that is really expensive. They realty need to
be able to have 3 or 4 plexes to distribute that cost, and the PUD has some flexibility on setbacks. Or, this
all stays I&M. It is all currently zoned R-2-2. Don said either way, you cannot build the R-2-2 in that
approach zone. In this area you can't build residential in the Airport Overlay zone.

Mary has a motion for positive; Jill and Ray both vote no on that and Mary also votes no. the positive
recommendation failed.
Planning Commission Minutes
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Dallas said as far as zoning, they are just bringing them in together. The portion to be I&M is according
to the General Plan. They were just bringing both the zone changes in as 1. They can split them up if
that is better.
The I&M has to change, as you cannot put residential under the airport. If they came thru with the site
plan and show how this density here could work would that change this? Mary indicated that just
because you come up with a site plan of a proposal,that does not mean that will happen that way. When
you change the zone, you can then put whatever is allowed in that zone there.
Dallas talked about bringing a vicinity plan along with the zone change on the residential portion. That
would not change things for Jill. She felt that this strip was just so narrow. Then they have the garages.
The City Council may love it.
Dallas said if this gets a negative, then they move forward, can he request that they only move the I&M
forward and then they can do the R-3 and the Vicinity for it at the same time.

Adam moved send a positive recommendation to the City Council for the I&M-l zone in that
Airport Approach Zone. Seconded by Craig and the vote was unanimous.

Jill made a motion to send a negative recommendation on the R-3-M, seconded by Ray and the vote
was 2 for and 2 against with Mary voting for this one so the negative recommendation passed.
15. PUBLIC HEARING
Zone Change: R-2-2

R-3-M &

I&M-l

to

approx. 2560 N Clark Parkway

Tippetts/ GO Civil

(Recommendation)
Discussed and voted under ltem #14.

Staff Items
1- General Plan Review Update
Staff
Don B. said he has reached out to Mr. Hansen who is working on the draft plan. Don has seen pieces of
this draft, but there is more work to be done. They have a draft, and he will be circulating that for
comments. He wants to re-work that and then get it to the steering committee right after the July holiday.
They will then get public outreach before it reaches this body. His goal is July. They are working
diligently on this draft.
The meeting adjournedat 7:10 p.m

Adams-

Assistant
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Anne Hawkins Welsh
I2O2 North Fiji Way
G ilbert, AZ 85234
ma iorwelsh @ hotmail.com
June 9,2021
Cedar City Planning Commission

Cedar City Corporation Engineering
L0 North Main Street
Cedar City, UT 84720

Dear Cedar City Planning commission and Engineering:
This letter is in response to a certified letter I just received as a Shirtz Canyon property
owner within 300 ft. of a proposed zoning change. This change involves the "Annex Transition
(AT)" area of scenic Shirtz Canyon along Tipple Road. As you know, Cedar City's General Plan

for this AT area is R1 zoning. I strongly oppose the proposal to change the AT zoning to R2-L
for the following reasons:

1)

Cedar City has commitments to honor its agricultural use agreements. Tipple Road
is a corridor for moving sheep from the mountains, under the freeway, and to the
valley.

2) Current property owners

along Tipple Road are involved in agricultural use. Medium
Density R2-L zoning with 6 houses (including triplexes) per acre, commercial

3)
4)

buildings, traffic and congestion will destroy our way of life.
The West side of Tipple Road is zoned one home per 20 acres. Good planning and
zoning require a buffer zone around these 20 acre parcels.
The beauty of Shirtz Canyon should be protected. Peaceful Shirtz Canyon is visible
from much of Cedar City and l-15, enchanting residents and tourists while preserving
Cedar's culture and image.

I respectfully request that the AT land shall be zoned R-1 with a lower density buffer zone

along Tipple Road especially near the 20 acre parcels. Unfortunately, I am not able to attend
the upcoming meeting, but look forward to helping resolve this important issue.
Sincerely,

Anne Hawkins Welsh

Thomas H. Welsh
1202 North Fiji Way
G ilbert, AZ 85234
lsh hotmail.com
June tO,202t
435-590-4199
Cedar City Planning Commission
Cedar City Corporation Engineering
10 North Main Street
Cedar City, UT 84720

Re: Zoning Change of Land Parcel along Tipple Road/Shirtz Canyon (Response to
Certified Letter Received for "Notice of Public Meeting")

To members of the Cedar City Planning Commission:

own 20 acres within 300 feet of the proposed Zone Change from Annex
Transition (AT) to Single Family Medium Density R2-1 & Central Commercial (CC).
Currently, the parcels in Shirtz Canyon are zoned t house per twenty acres. As
such, the area is quiet, uncongested, and has abundant wildlife. There is a
minimum of traffic with only rare non-local road use.
I

It is my understanding that according to the Cedar City Master Plan that the "AT"
area in question is currently planned to receive an "R-1 zoning" designation.
According to the "Planning and Zoning Article lll Zones" R-1 Residential Zone is
"characterized by large lots (at least 10,000 square feet)", "a minimum of
vehicular and pedestrian traffic and quiet residential conditions", with
"representative of the uses within R-L zone are one-family dwellings, parks,
agriculture, playgrounds, schools, churches, and other community facilities
designed in harmony with the characteristics of the zone." On the other hand,
the R-2 Residential Zone is "characterized by a more compact and somewhat
denser residential development and a somewhat higher volume of vehicular and

a

pedestriantraffic." Representativeof usesinthiszone are"... boardinghouses
and rooming houses, home occupations..."
As a property owner across the street from the southwestern corner of the

"TransitionZone", I respectfully request that the R-1 Zone (according to the Cedar
City Master Plan) be enacted to include a buffer zone near the existing 20 acre
parcels. lf it is felt that an area needs to be "Central Commercial" or "single
Family Medium Density R2-1" , it should be limited to land close to highway 15.

lf Planning Commission meeting has a "zoom link" or a telephone
connection, I would be happy to express my concerns verbally.

Sincerely,

Thomas H. Welsh, property owner 3216 South Tipple Road

Cedar City Planning Commission
Cedar City Corporation Engineering
l0 North Main Street
Cedar City, Utah 84720
Tuesday, June I 5,2021

Re: Proposed Zoning Changes of Shurtz Canyon Annex Transition Land
Dear Cedar City Planning Commission,
We are writing to you concerning a proposed zoning change that you are discussing in
your meeting on Tuesday, June 15,2021, concerning land located off of Old Highway 9l and
Tipple Road/Kanarra Mountain Road. This land is in Shurtz Canyon, and the current Annex
Transition plan for this land is that it will be annexed into the city and zoned R-l Single Family
Low-Density. However, we were recently made aware of a request to change the zoning of this
property to Single Family Medium-Density R2-l and Central Commercial. We own over 20
acres of agricultural land that is just down the road from this propose d zone change and that is
leased to a local sheep herder, who grazes around 200 sheep on our land annually. The additional
congestion and traffic in the area that would accompany a zoning change from R- I to R-2 and
Central Commercial is extremely concerning, and it willdisrupt the use of our land - especially
without the addition of a transitional zone between rural agriculture (RA-20) zoning and the
proposed R-2 and Central Commercialzoning.

Most of the lots that are on Tipple Road/Kanarra Mountain Road and are surrounding the
area in discussion are zoned RA-20. The Iron County Code of Ordinances, Section 17.16.030 (B)
reads the following concerning RA-20 zoning:
B. The rural agriculture (RA-20) district is generally intended to protect and preserve
valuable agricultural and natural resources through low-density rural singlefamily detached residential development. It is created to foster conditions favorable
to certain agricultural uses (see Table of Uses
Section 17.16.030) of the agriculture
areas of Iron County by preventing incompatible forms and degrees of urban uses
by limiting the type and density of development and intensive or commercial
agriculture so that a harmonious relationship of land uses in the rural area is insured.
(emphasis added)

Iron County recognizes the need to limit the density of RA-20 land to "foster conditions
favorable to certain agricultural uses" and insure "a harmonious relationship of land uses in the
rural area" (see Section 17.16.020(8)). It is therefore important to consider the adjacent land
uses and discuss the impact that any proposed zoning changes will have on the surrounding
land and its uses. In this situation, the surrounding land that is currently being used is zoned
RA-20. Based on the negative impact that Central Commercial and R-2 medium-density
housing would have if located immediately adjacent to RA-20 zoned land, we respectfully
request that you uphold the current Annex Transition plan for the land in question and maintain

the R-l low-density housing zoning. Continuing with the current Annex Transition plan for RI zoned land will allow for a transition zone between the RA-20 land and higher-density
residential and Central Commercial zones, which is consistent with the language found in the
Iron County Zoning Ordinances.

Additionally, the lron County Code of Ordinances, Section 17 .16.020 (D) requires that
"residential districts shall be located where adequate public services and facilities are available to
meet the needs of residents." Currently, there is no infrastructure in the area that would sustain
medium-density housing. There are no parks or public facilities to sustain alarge number of
people in the region or shopping centers and other high-traffic commercial properties. In fact, it
is most common for non-residents to use Tipple Road/Kanarra Mountain Road, which is the road
that this land in question primarily borders, to find a place to shoot guns, take farm animals up
and down Kanarra Mountain, access the new Shurtz Canyon Campground, or go hiking on the
BLM land. All of these uses involve getting away from high-density aeras and commercial
zones, which would be inconsistent with the land usage if the proposed zoning changes are
adopted. It additionally seems that it will be extremely difficult for ranchers to find new paths of
travel for their herds when going up and down Kanarra Mountain, as these routes are wellestablished and even include under-freeway tunnels that were built at great expense for the
purpose of herding animals through them.
Based on the aforementioned reasons, we respectfully request that you, the Cedar City
Planning Commission members, choose to move forward with the Annex Transition Plan to RI low-density residential land rather than adopt the proposed zoning amendment to R-2 and
Central Commercial zoning for the land located in Shurtz Canyon. We appreciate your
consideration of our request. While we are unfortunately unable to attend the meeting tonight
in person, we would be happy to meet with you at alater date to discuss our concerns.

Warm Regards,
Parker & Christine Leavitt
Promised Canyon Lands, LLC

(43s) s92-27ss

Owners of the following 24.32 Acres on Tipple Road/Kanarra Mountain Road:
LN
LOT 1, BAUER MINOR LOT SUBDIVISION DESCAS: BEG AT PT NO-32'OO"W ALG 1/4 SEC
1084'83 FT
1362.50 FT FR CTR 1/4 COR SEC 5,T37S,R11W' SLM; N0.32'00'W 1069'21 FT; N89'45'20'E
MT
KANARRA
OF
LN
W'LY
AI.G
TO W'LY LI{ OF KANARRA. MT RD, S9"26'06"\'V
RD 1084.64 FT; S89'45'20"W 897.07 FT TO POB.

61c4
Michal Adams

P 1o rt t rn
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From:
Sent:
To:

Elise Erler <eliseerler@utah.gov>
Tuesday,June 15,2021 4:13 PM

Subject:

Comment for this evening's P/C meeting concerning Parcel B-1879-0001-0000 (Tipple

MichalAdams
Rd)

To: Cedar City Planning Commission
c/o: MichalAdams
notice of a public meeting concerning Parcel 8-1879-0001-0000 on Tipple Road in the southern
portion of Cedar City. SITLA is the adjacent property owner to the north of this parcel and straddling Old Hwy
91. SITLA has reviewed the limited public information about this request for a zone change and general plan
amendment.
SITLA received

Based on the limited public information, I am concerned about the current zone change and general plan
amendment request, which will result in leap-frog development that places new development in the middle
a large-lot rural residential area. ln the fullness of time and as development moves south in Cedar City along
the l-15 corridor, the rezone/general plan request would be reasonable, but today's request to increase
density is premature.
Please accept my apology for not attending this evening's meeting and addressing you in person
Sincerely,
Elise Erler, Deputy Assistant Director
Planning & Development Group
State of Utah, School and lnstitutional Trust Lands Administration
675 E 500 South, Suite 500
salt Lake city, UT 84102
801-538-5179
eliseerler@utah.gov
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