Fairfield Town

Utah County, Utah

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT THE
Planning Commission of Fairfield, Utah, shall hold a Regular Session on
November 5, 2025, @ 7:00 P.M., At the Fairfield Town Office, 121 West Main Street, Fairfield, Utah.

Agenda
Call to Order
1) Roll Call

Consent ltems
The Commission may approve these items without discussion or public comment and may remove
an item to the Business Items for discussion and consideration.

1) Minutes: August 6, 205; August 14, 2025; September 3, 2025; September 9, 2025;

Business Items
The Commission will discuss (without public comment) and may either make a recommendation to
the Town Council or approve the following items as needed:

1) Fairfield Industrial Park, an additional 50-foot flagpole location.

2) Report from the Mayor

3) Commercial overlay/ zone

Adjournment

Join Zoom Meeting: https://us06web.zoom.us/|/846905712107pwd=DiZROJorp1mDLS20hIVOKT4JgbogqU.1

Meeting ID: 846 9057 1210
Passcode: 806234

Certificate Of Posting

The above agenda notice was posted on or before the 4th day of October 2025 at the location of the meeting, Fairfield town office,
121 West Main Street, Fairfield, UT, and at the Fairfield town website_htips://fairfieldtown-ut.gov/meetings/, and on the Utah State
public notice website at https://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html.

In Compliance With The Americans With Disabilities Act, Individuals Needing Special Accommodations (Including Auxiliary
Communicative Aids And Services) During This Meeting Should Notify City Offices At 801-766-3509.

Date Stephanie Shelley Town Recorder/Clerk


https://us06web.zoom.us/j/84690571210?pwd=DiZROJorp1mDLS20hIV0KT4JqbogqU.1
https://fairfieldtown-ut.gov/meetings/
https://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html

Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
August 6, 2025

Minutes

Date: Wednesday, August 6, 2025

Location: Fairfield Town Office 103 East Main Street Fairfield, Utah
Time: 7:00 P.M.

Minutes By: Recorder: Stephanie Shelley

Call to Order
1) Roll Call
Commissioner Taylor opened the meeting at 7:02 pm

David Riet, Wayne Taylor, Jamie Mascaro (via Zoom), Kelton Butterfield
Excused Commissioners: Kyler Fisher

Staff Present:
Recorder: Stephanie Shelley, Mayor: Hollie McKinney, Treasurer: Codi Butterfield, Attorney: Todd
Sheeran, Sargent: Duston Garrett

Others Present: Tal Adair, Alina Pringle, Mark Pringle
Via Zoom: jim, Caden

2) Swearing in of new commissioner, Kelton Butterfield
Stephanie Shelley swore in Kelton Butterfield.

General Public Comment (2-minute limit per person): Comments are for any matter not on the
agenda and not related to a pending land use application. Two minutes per person, with a total
limit of 14 minutes

Commissioner Taylor explained that public comments should be for matters not on the agenda
and not related to pending land use applications. He noted he would allow the Pringles to
speak if they wished.

Alina Pringle expressed appreciation for being allowed to speak. They mentioned sending an
email with concerns about the Airpark Ordinance and requested that the Commission consider
their points. She stated that while much of the proposed ordinance followed what had been
previously discussed and what residents wanted, there were other aspects that went against
residents' desires and what had been previously approved. Alina noted there are many aviators
based at the airport, including those who fly in schools and interns, and expressed appreciation
for being part of the community.
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Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
August 6, 2025

Business Items
The Commissioners will discuss (without public comment) and may approve the following

items:

1)

2)

Approve the July 2, 2025, minutes.
Commissioner Riet motion to approve the minutes of July 2, 2025. Commissioner Taylor
seconded the motion. Unanimously approved

Commissioner Taylor - Yes
Commissioner Riet - Yes
Commissioner Mascaro - Yes
Commissioner Butterfield - Yes

Review the new draft of the Water Ordinance.

The Commissioners reviewed and discussed the Water Ordinance. Commissioner Riet
wanted to ensure that the Fairfield Irrigation Company's water shares given to the town
are recorded correctly and that their value is reflected.

Commissioner Taylor noted that Bowen and Collins drafted the ordinance, but no
representatives were present. He stated the meeting would proceed without public input,
unless requested, to avoid legal issues.

The Commissioners reviewed the water ordinance and want to clarify certain items.

Discussion began with Section B of the General Provisions regarding Fairfield Irrigation
Company's requirements and perpetual responsibility for hookups. Existing town
hookups were explained as stemming from a 1970s lawsuit. Dave raised questions
about historical water use and potential records.

The appointment of a water director was debated, deciding on "Town Administrator or
designee," not mayoral. Existing fee schedules were confirmed up to date regarding
rates and water billing procedures, and needed further clarity.

The necessity of road boring versus digging was addressed, and it was suggested to
specify "paved roadway" due to cost concerns.

The need for certified water operators was confirmed, establishing Tyler's small systems

operator status and confirming that LB is a level 4 operator, thus covering requirements
until the population surpasses 500.
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Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
August 6, 2025
Metering requirements for ADUs were reviewed, noting that the existing ordinance allows

two electrical meters under the owner's name, but other utility meters necessitate
planning commission approval.

Commissioner Taylor proposed discussing with Bowen and Collins to further address
unresolved inquiries before the town council convenes in two weeks.

Discussion and Review of a New Air Park Ordinance

Commissioner Taylor noted that the town had six months to develop this ordinance and
they were now approaching the deadline. He stated that residents had expressed
concerns about the air park operations, with 80-85% of town members signing a petition
regarding these concerns. He explained that residents were frustrated because what
they were told in the beginning was not what ultimately happened.

Mayor McKinney explained that JUB Engineering had been paid to draft the ordinance,
but did not address some major concerns, such as conditional uses and residential
matters. She noted that a land-use guide document had previously been given to the
planning commission and used in presentations by the Pringles. She suggested
following this guide, as the state developed it and contains good recommendations.

The Commission began reviewing definitions in the draft ordinance:

Regarding the definition of "airport," there was discussion about whether parcels sold for
other purposes (like a motel or hangar) would still be covered by the ordinance.

The Commission discussed a "limited development zone" which extends 3,200 feet
beyond either end of the runway and prohibits residential uses. It was noted that the
Densley property is approximately 2,350 feet from the runway, placing it inside this zone.
Todd explained that existing properties would be grandfathered as legal non-conforming
uses, but future residential development would be restricted in this zone.

There was discussion about FAA Advisory Circulars and whether future revisions should
be automatically adopted by reference. Todd suggested they could lock in the current
standards by specifying "as of 2025."

The Commission discussed weight limits for aircraft, noting that the FAA defines small
aircraft as those weighing 12,500 pounds or less.

Regarding shell hangars, there were concerns about regulation and oversight. Questions

were raised about who owns the hangars, whether the town has the right to inspect

them, and what improvements are being made. It was noted that tenant improvements
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Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
August 6, 2025
would require permits. One resident explained that the hangars are currently just shells

without tenant improvements, though they have heaters.

The Commission discussed whether to allow a small motel (up to 20 rooms) in the
airpark zone. Commissioner Riet suggested this might be preferable to crew rest
facilities, as it would generate tax revenue for the town and would be easier to regulate.
It was agreed to list a small motel as a conditional use.

Chair Taylor noted they would need to continue the discussion at a future meeting to
complete the review of both ordinances and meet the September deadline.

4) Fairfield Industrial Park Development Agreement Review
This item will not be discussed. Tal Adair informed the Commission that their attorney
and our attorney have been working on the agreement.

5) Discuss a public hearing and set a possible date and time.
The Commission agreed to hold a special meeting on Thursday, August 14, 2025, at
6:00 PM to continue reviewing the ordinances.

Adjournment

Commissioner Riet made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Taylor seconded the motion.
Meeting end time 9:14 pm.

Minutes Approval Date Stephanie Shelley Recorder/Clerk
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Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Work Session
August 14, 2025

Minutes

Date: Thursday, August 14, 2025

Location: Fairfield Town Office 121 West Main Street Fairfield, Utah
Time: 6:00 P.M.

Minutes By: Recorder: Stephanie Shelley

Call to Order
1) Roll Call
Commissioner Taylor opened the meeting at 6:06 pm

David Riet, Wayne Taylor, Kyler Fisher, Jami Mascaro, Kelton Butterfield (L:
Staff Present:
Treasurer: Codi Butterfield

Others Present: Tal Adair, Alina Pringle, Mark Pringle, Tyl homa icahel Weber.

Business Items

The Commissioners will discuss (without public co may approve the following items:
Commissioner Taylor informed those present tha of the agenda items would be changed.
Airpark Ordinance, Airpark Overlay, and if i itS, the water ordinance.

1) Discuss and Review of a New Ai rdinance
The commission undertook aeomprehiensive review of the draft, addressing comments and
questions as follows: < E

FAA Recognition#t no t the airport had applied for FAA recognition as a public use
airport and ig list sleh in the FAA airport master record.

Public Use{ieq ents: The discussion covered the need for language on public operations to
liance. Todd, the attorney, will adjust the wording to fit FAA standards better.

meet tQ
ifigat eriod: A requirement to provide 90 days' written notice for any public-private use
an was discussed.

Definitions: Todd suggested revisions to ensure the definitions section refrains from including
regulations, recommending the addition of language for airpark owners to minimize disruptive
flight patterns.

Historical Context: It was mentioned that airpark approval dates to 2002, though current flight

frequency and duration exceed past levels. Notably, previous aircraft were smaller and quieter.
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Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Work Session
August 14, 2025
Aircraft Weight Limits: The commission proposed changing the weight limit from 12,500 pounds

to possibly 5,000 pounds, with advice from an aviation expert to prioritize plane weight over
wheel specifications.

Crew Rest Facilities: The commission deliberated extensively if and how these shoul
regulated to prevent residential use, concluding on a conditional use status for such
with the "short term" defined as 24 hours.

Small Motel: The use was excluded from the ordinance.

Fuel Farm: It was agreed that such facilities require a special use pgiigit Que t@)necessary fire
marshal approval.

Aircraft Museum: Conditions for using an aircraft museum we quire a conditional use

permit. h
Limited Development Zone: Residential uses wquig e pro ed, but not other zonings.

Concerns were raised regarding property right kings."

Air Traffic Patterns: Recognizing FAA controlio irSpace above 500 feet, the need for language
to restrict frequent house overflights wasdisc d

Record Keeping: Airpark operato uired to comply with a 30-day record provision period
to the town upon request.

Todd recommended that t
Park Zone and thg AirPa
on September 3r \ uss these matters.

2) Discuss an

The commisSion cBntinued its discussion of the Airpark Overlay Zone, focusing on a map
sh i t zones and restrictions:

unway Protection Zone (blue areas on the map): Areas where structures are prohibited

2. Approach Surface (red areas): Areas with height restrictions that increase with distance
from the runway

3. No Development Zone (dark gray): Areas where only structures for airport maintenance
and aircraft storage are allowed

4. Limited Development Zone (light gray): Areas where residential uses are prohibited but
commercial and industrial uses are appropriate

5. Controlled Development (dotted line): A larger area with restrictions on tall structures,
crops that attract birds, and lighting
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Fairfield Planning Commission
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August 14, 2025
The commission discussed how these zones would affect various properties, including church
property and private landowners. They debated whether to adjust the size of these zones and
how to balance safety concerns with property rights.

Todd advised that while these zones are based on recommended guidelines, the tow,
discretion in how strictly to follow them. He noted that whatever decisions are made d
be revised in the future as needed.

Discuss and review the new Water Ordinance.
The commission began review of the water ordinance draft, focusing o’s al key issues:

Water Rights and Connections: Commissioner Taylor noted there Was €onf@8ion about the
number of hookups from Fairfield Irrigation (referenced as 46, ent), stating the actual
number is closer to 22-23. He mentioned a 1960s lawsuit tha must adhere to.

Water Director Duties: The commission confirmed that whilglthgsystem is small, they employ

someone with Level 4 certification. x

Water Rates: They noted the town council ne stablish rate schedules.

Water Rights for Development: They di S quirements for developers to transfer water
Director) clarifying that these need to be approved for

Private Wells: The commissi@fNg
Tyler advised against it to 2 @

to the town em from within 1,000 feet to within 300 feet of the system. The
commissjo ned this change, noting that they need updated cost data since pipe costs
ha i ignificantly.

Fees: The commission discussed the $15,600 impact fee for connecting to the water
tem. They debated whether existing well owners whose wells fail should have to pay the full
impact fee or just the connection costs. Tyler explained that the impact fee covers the
proportional cost of infrastructure and resources.

issue. They decidgd Q 1al0
Connection Req rmt : They discussed changing the requirement for properties to connect
S
es

Road Cuts: The commission discussed requirements for boring under roads versus cutting
through them for water lines. They agreed that if cutting is allowed, proper inspection and
compaction testing should be required to ensure roads are properly repaired.
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Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Work Session
August 14, 2025
The commission agreed that the water ordinance was nearing completion but needed a few
revisions and additional information before final approval.

4) Discuss a public hearing and set a possible date and time.
Commissioner Riet moved to schedule a public hearing for September 3rd at 6 pm. Tg Ccuss
and review the water ordinance, discuss and review the new airpark ordinance, and & d
review the airpark overlay. Commissioner Mascaro seconded the motion.

Commissioner Taylor - Yes
Commissioner Riet - Yes

Commissioner Mascaro - Yes %
Commissioner Butterfield - Yes
Commissioner Fisher - Yes Q

Adjournment
Commissioner Mascaro made a motion to adjourn the meeting.Co jpsioner Riet seconded the

motion—meeting end time 9:34 pm. \

Minutes Approval Date Q< ! Stephanie Shelley Recorder/Clerk

R O
O&

4 of 4



Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
September 3, 2025

Minutes

Date: Wednesday, September 3, 2025

Location: Fairfield Town Office 121 West Main Street Fairfield, Utah
Time: 7:00 P.M.

Minutes By: Recorder: Stephanie Shelley

Call to Order
1) Roll Call
Commissioner Taylor opened the meeting at 7:01 pm

David Riet, Wayne Taylor, Jamie Mascaro, Kelton Butterfield, Kyler Fisher{(arrived at 7:19 pm)

Staff Present:
Recorder: Stephanie Shelley, Mayor: Hollie McKinney (Via-Zoom)s Treasurer: Codi Butterfield,
Sergeant Dutson, Attorney: Todd Sheeran (Via-Zoom).

Others Present: Tal Adair, Michael Weber, Vern Carson, Boss Klvacek, Matthew Kolm, Alina
Pringle, Mark Pringle, Brandon Phelps.

Via-Zoom:
Brenda, Tyler's iPhone,

Public Hearing
1) Postponed until Sept 9, 2025, at 6 pm

Business Items
The Commissioners will diseuss (without public comment) and may approve the following
items:
1) Vote for a'Chair'and Co-Chair for the Planning Commission.
Camniissianer Mascaro nominated Wayne Taylor for Chairman and David Riet as
co-¢haiks#Commissioner Butterfield seconded the nomination. It passed unanimously.

Wayne Taylor - Yes
Jami Mascaro - Yes
David Riet - Yes

Kelton Butterfield - Yes

2) Public Comment: 2 minutes each person, up to 20 minutes.
Vern Carson: wanted to make sure the water ordinance would be discussed during the
meeting.
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Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
September 3, 2025

Mathew Kolm, owner of West Desert flight school and as the president of the Aviators for
the Airpark, | want to express my concern with the draft ordinances currently under
review. As written, | believe the ordinances are problematic.

They contain provisions that not only conflict with FAA regulations but alsos€ontradict
established aviation laws. They also overreach in ways that infringe on freedomsiand go
against the spirit of life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.

Before moving forward, | strongly recommend that the Councilland Commission either
engage an aviation expert to review the ordinances or worksdirectly with the Air Park on
any revisions to ensure that what is adopted is both sound.and'practical.

The goal should be cooperation, not conflict, between the two parties. By involving
experts or the Air Park community, the Town can €reate ordinances that truly protect
residents’ rights while also supporting the Air'Park as,a valuable part of our community.
That approach will ensure that both the Towh,and\the Air Park can coexist and thrive.

Alina Pringle just want to say thank you so much for the time you’ve put into this. Your
time is valuable. | understand how mueh'work goes into reviewing and revising these
materials.

When | went through it, | didn*tyhave much time to read everything that had been
updated or adjusted sifnee last week, but there is a lot of inaccurate information included.
As Matthew mentioned, working collaboratively with the Air Park, engineers, and aviation
professionals will help Create a legal document that is understandable and practical.

Regarding'the Unified Airport Land Use Guide, | shared that with the landfills as an
example of,what the Air Park is not, and what the overlay didn’t need to be. The guide is
being promoted as what should be law, but | presented it to show that it should not be
used that way. Utilizing it as a guide is fine, but using it as a regulatory document is not
appropriate. For example, the reference to 10,000 operations at a small airport is a
description, not a regulation or rule.

Using the guide as a regulation could result in creating a larger airport than what Fairfield
envisions for the future. Airspace control and local zoning ordinances cannot be used to
restrict aircraft operations at the airport—state and local governments are preempted
from enforcing laws that restrict aviation activities.
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Fairfield Planning Commission
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September 3, 2025
The rule suggesting 10,000 operations or flights over houses raises questions. For

instance, Breeze Airways flies over many homes regularly —so how would it make sense
to say that the Air Park or the pilot should be cited?

The Air Park will continue to work with residents, and we hope to form something that
benefits the entire community. Thank you.

Mark Pringle stated that numerous lies have been circulated, particularly by the chair. |
can prove that every single one of those lies is untrue—absolutely,"onehundred percent.
Let’s move forward, work together, and make this the best it can be forthe community.

Michael Weber responded he thinks referencing Breeze Airwaysiis a bit disingenuous.
Breeze Airways operates at around 30,000 feet, whilefsmall airplanes fly at approximately
500 feet overhead. The townspeople deserve to be heard, répresented, and taken into
account during these discussions.

| believe the majority of residents have expréssedyopposition to the issues we’ve been
facing, and it’s important to recognize that these are not lies being discussed—they are
real and significant concerns to the townspeople and should not be dismissed.

Fairfield Industrial Park Development Agreement, approximately located at 400 S
Allens Ranch Road.

Commissioner Taylor highlighted the extensive revisions made to the development
agreement following pimeroaus discussions between the Town’s attorney and the
industrial park’s‘attorney, which were described as cordial and professional.

Commissioner, Riet expressed concerns regarding the well development, focusing
particularlyon the setbacks. He cautioned that inadequate space around the well house
might impede,maintenance activities, especially when cranes are needed to service or
replace the pump or motor.

Tal responded, noting that Lot 11 is situated next to a road, thereby ensuring
maintenance access without rendering an entire acre unusable, aligning with their
commitment that all lots measure at least one acre. He confirmed that the well location
near the road provided sufficient access.

The Commission deliberated on the 85-decibel noise limit applied to property lines. Tal
elaborated that enclosures would be installed around generators and other equipment to
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reduce noise, and the agreement mandates that property owners rectify noise levels

exceeding the 85-decibel threshold, with potential code enforcement if necessary.

Discussions further included aspects such as water banking, timing for park and
walkway construction correlating with 75% project completion, setback normsfrevised
from 20 feet to 10 feet, setback determinations for well lots relying on actualbuilding
lines instead of property lines, defining the “owner’s lot” (specified as the 10-acre area
under current construction), and stipulated measures for water protection around well
sites.

Tal also assured compliance with state regulations on well protection zones, highlighting
that an HOA would oversee fencing requirements across all lots, which would aid noise
control and improve overall aesthetics.

Revisions to the Town’s water regulations.

The Commission conducted a review of propesed.amendments to the water regulations.
Mayor McKinney introduced several new definitions, including "“Fairfield Irrigation
Company," "Fairfield Irrigation Culinary Sharey' and "Secondary Use." A significant
discussion arose regarding the proposed 'section on existing residential water
connections. Mayor McKiney posited that current town residents should not be subject
to impact fees for connecting t@.the waterline, emphasizing that many of these residents
contributed to the installation of the waterline and have been supporting it indirectly
through general fund allocatiens for approximately 10 years, amounting to $190,000 (at
approximately $19,000 annually). She argued that with an impact fee set at $16,000,
residents would be unlikely 10_abandon their wells in favor of connecting to the municipal
water system.

However, Tyler,the water director, staunchly disagreed, asserting that development is
required tofinance itself, emphasizing that the impact fee pertains explicitly to the new
well and water tank rather than the original waterline. He questioned the rationale for
exempting residents from impact fees when new developments are mandated to pay,
highlighting the identical impact on the system regardless of whether individuals are
current residents or part of new development. Chairman Wayne proposed tabling this
topic for further examination in a subsequent meeting, recognizing that a decision was
necessary but the matter could not be resolved in one session.

The Commission further discussed water rights requirements. Tyler detailed that the
standing ordinance mandates 1 acre foot of water for a 1-acre lot and 1.25 acre feet for
lots exceeding 1 acre. He presented data indicating the average consumption per
connection in 2024 was 163,648 gallons (around half an acre foot), with the highest

4 of 6



Unapproved Meeting Minutes
Fairfield Planning Commission
Regular Meeting
September 3, 2025
residential consumption reaching 797,575 gallons (slightly more than 2 acre feet). He

expressed concern that the figures proposed by Bowen Collins were excessively high
and unjustifiable according to historical consumption records.

Commercial water requirements were also debated. Tyler highlighted that commereial
enterprises such as cabinet shops with under 10 employees might only necessitate half
an acre foot of water, in contrast to an establishment like a Maverick gas station that
might require 2.5 acre feet.

Consideration was given to the parameters for obligating connéction tothe town's water
system versus permitting property owners the option to drillswells. The existing criterion,
which mandates connection if within 1,000 feet of a wateriline, was acknowledged as
outdated owing to escalated costs. Discussion entailed revising the mandate to a range
between 300 and 800 feet, given current cost assessmentsifapproximately $95,000 for
1,000 feet of 8-inch waterline compared to $75,000 for a 500-foot well.

Tyler explained the water source protection plan;which is updated every six years by
Rural Water and requires state approval. The plan imposes specific restrictions, including
prohibitions on pesticide application ok the installation of septic systems within certain
proximities to water sources.

Revisions to the Airport Zene found in Town Code § 10.11.260.

Todd Sheeran, legal counsel, provided an update on the extensive work undertaken to
define key terms in the"airpark zone code, addressing omissions in the previous
ordinance.

The Commission.examined provisions classifying the airport as a “small airport” (runway
less than 5,000 feet, fewer than 10,000 operations, visual approaches devoid of
instruments),ias outlined in the land use guide tailored for rural communities.

Deliberation followed regarding the appropriateness of a road passing through the
runway protection zone. Chairman Wayne cited that the road was part of the original
development plan, with Tal planning to construct his portion. The Commission
considered safety implications, drawing parallels to Salt Lake International Airport, where
aircraft fly over I-80 within 100 feet of the ground.

In reviewing permitted uses, Todd proposed revising the language to require all uses to
have an aviation-specific purpose, citing that specific uses, such as cafes, are suitable
for a mixed-use development but are not exclusively aviation-related.
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A thorough discussion ensued centered on crew rest facilities within hangars. Mayor

McKinney raised concerns about the potential for illegal activities at the airport due to
insufficient regulations and inspections.

Todd recognized the enforcement difficulties, highlighting that similar challenges persist
across private properties like storage units, and emphasized due process rightsin
inspections.

The Commission deliberated on restaurant and café designs, resolying.to merge these
categories and classify them under conditional uses to facilitatesappropriate regulatory
measures concerning operating hours.

6) Revisions to the Airport Overlay found in Town Code.§ 10.11.275.
The Commission engaged in a succinct review of thelairport overlay draft, identifying
discrepancies between the 5,000-foot perimeter surrounding the runway and the
10,000-foot control development area as detailedin the GSBS map.

Todd Sheeran, committed to scrutinizing noise abatement measures to verify alignment
with municipal jurisdiction, while acknowledging that the FAA retains authority over
airborne aircraft.

Commissioner Masacro noted that Alina had proposed alternative flight paths, which
could be submitted to the FAA withthe aim of minimizing overflights above residential
zones.

Adjournment
Motion made by Commissioner Masacro to end the meeting. Commissioner Fisher seconded
the motion. Meetingend time 9:53 pm.

Minutes Appreval Date Stephanie Shelley Recorder/Clerk
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Fairfield Planning Commission
Public Hearing Meeting
September 9, 2025

Minutes

Date: Tuesday, September 9, 2025

Location: Fairfield Town Office 121 West Main Street Fairfield, Utah
Time: 6:00 P.M.

Minutes By: Recorder: Stephanie Shelley

Call to Order
1) Roll Call
Commissioner Taylor opened the meeting at 6:00 pm

David Riet, Wayne Taylor, Kyler Fisher, Jami Mascaro, Kelton Butterfield

Staff Present:
Recorder: Stephanie Shelley, Mayor: Hollie McKinney, Treasurer: CodiButterfield, Attorney: Todd
Sheeran (via Zoom).

Others Present: Michael Weber, Tyler Thomas, lyar K@rei(Eagle Mountain), Sylvia Lawerence, Tal Adair
(Kamas), RL Panek, Alina Pringle, Mark Pringle, Mathew Kolm (Eagle Mountian), Greg Pringle (Sandy),
Todd Hoopes (SLC), Slade McLair (Saratoga.Springs), Cherie Anderson (IRL), Neil Schwendian (North
Point), Brent Dahl (Draper), Ross KlvacekdSaratoga Springs)

Via- Zoom: Matthew, Amy Walker, BriansiPhoneBrian, Steves phone, Colby Webb, Brenda Tanner,
Scott Hazard.

Call to Order
1) Roll Call

Public Hearing

The Planning Commission will accept public comment and may make a recommendation to the Town
Council for thé follawing items: (No more than 2 minutes per person, with a 14-minute limit for each
item.)

1)%Presentation on the Fairfield Industrial Park Development Agreement, approximately
located at 400 S Allens Ranch Road.
Tal Adair presented on the Fairfield Industrial Park Development Agreement, focusing on two
primary elements for the Commissioners’ consideration.

First, he addressed the authorization for crane use. Tal recommended adding cranes to the chart
of permissible uses within the development area. He explained that cranes are necessary for
well-drilling operations and may also be needed for certain construction activities. He noted that
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he had consulted with the airpark and received no opposition to including cranes as an

authorized use.

Next, Tal discussed proposed water management initiatives. He outlined a program that would
link water usage records to property titles, allowing the town to better monitor and mamnage water
consumption. Under this system, property owners who exceed their designated wateraliocations
could be required to provide additional water. Tal emphasized that this approachéwould help'the
town gather comprehensive data to support long-term water management planning.

a) Public Comment on the Fairfield Industrial Park Development'‘Agréement,
approximately located at 400 S Allens Ranch Road.
No public comments were made.

b) Commissioner Discussion on the Fairfield Industrial Park Development Agreement,
approximately located at 400 S Allens Ranch Road.
The Commissioners reviewed the proposal to include cranes in the chart of uses.
Commissioner Taylor noted that excludinggeranes would significantly hinder well-drilling
operations. Following discussion on whether,cranes should be listed as a permitted use
or a special use, the Commissioners determined that cranes would be designated as a
special use.

The Commissioners also cofisideted Wwater management proposals. Specifically, they
discussed requiring 0.9 acrexfeet of water per lot for Phase 1 of the development. They
further examined the possibilitygof adjusting the water requirements for Phase 2 based on
the actual usage datar€ollected during Phase 1. This approach is intended to improve the
accuracy of water requirement assessments for future phases of development.

c) Motion to send‘the Fairfield Industrial Park Development Agreement, approximately
located at 400'S Allens Ranch Road, to the Town Council for approval.
CommiSsioferPRiet motioned to send the Fairfield Industrial Park Development
Agreementy approximately located at 400 S Allens Ranch Road, to the Town Council for
approval. With the addition that cranes be permitted as a special use, and making the
watey requirement phase 2 negotiable, depending on actual water uses in phase one.
Commissioner Masacro seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved.

Commissioner Taylor - Yes
Commissioner Riet - Yes
Commissioner Fisher - Yes
Commissioner Mascaro - Yes
Commissioner Butterfield - Yes

2) Presentation on the Revisions to the Town’s Water Regulations (Ordinance) § 6.1
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Tyler Thomas, the Water Director, presented proposed revisions to the town’s water regulations.

He explained that the town had hired Bowen Collins, an engineering firm, to assist in developing
updated guidelines. His presentation centered on the water quantities required for different
property types, supported by data.

In 2024, the town’s 30 water connections collectively used 5,400,394 gallons. The average
household consumed 163,648 gallons, with the highest user approaching 800,000 gallonssand
the lowest full-time resident using just 5,000 gallons. Tyler highlighted the sharp seasonal
contrast: approximately 911,000 gallons were used during the six winter ménths, compared to
4,489,000 gallons in the summer, demonstrating that outdoor irrigation acegunts for the majority
of consumption.

To illustrate usage patterns, he provided examples. His own househaold of five people, along with
two horses, a dog, and a garden, consumed 167,000 gallopsgByicontrast, a home with lawns
and a sprinkler system used 633,960 gallons. Tyler expressed concern that the numbers
recommended by Bowen Collins—1.8 acre-feet per residential 6t, with additional requirements
for larger lots—were much higher than both the cagfrentirequirements and the historical data. He
stated his view that the town’s existing standards =1 acresfoot for a one-acre residential lot and
1.25 acre-feet for larger lots—are more consistent withyactual usage.

He also shared data on commercial watefconst@imption. A gas station without a car wash used
1.7368 acre-feet annually; a restaurant, S:83%acre-feet; a used car lot, 0.02 acre-feet; a credit
union, 0.054 acre-feet; an industrialjauto repair shop, 1.144 acre-feet; and a car wash, 19
acre-feet.

Finally, Tyler addressed thelguestion of when property owners should be required to connect to
the town water system yersus being allowed to drill private wells. The current ordinance requires
a connection if a preperty is within 1,000 feet of a main line. He suggested revisiting this
threshold, explaining that current cost comparisons indicate 600 feet is a more reasonable
distance at which extending the water line equals the cost of drilling a well.

a) PubliciComment on the Revisions to the Town’s Water Regulations (Ordinance) §
6.1
Amy Walker, the attorney for West Desert Airpark. | have a general question after a quick
review of the document. In Section 6.10.15(b), I'm curious how that provision interacts
with private wells and non-culinary uses. It appears under Fundamental Policies.
Commissioner Taylor informed them, There are both irrigation shares and culinary shares
within the water system. The Town will not allow an irrigation share to be moved into the
culinary system.

If a property owner has an irrigation share and the state or the originating entity deems it
acceptable to convert that share to culinary use, the owner may do so. However, the
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Town will not accept it into the system until it has been officially converted to a culinary

share, as irrigation water is not suitable for drinking purposes.

Tyler Thomas, this requirement follows Fairfield Irrigation Company rules, which the Town
is obligated to adhere to. Mayor McKinney stated that there is a 1965 Court degree that
the Town has to follow.

Commissioner Taylor stated If someone purchases culinary or irrigation watér shares
elsewhere in the valley and wants to transfer them to Fairfield, theynust firsti@btain state
approval for those shares to be designated as drinking water beforeghéytransfer can
occur.

This area is classified as Area 54 for water use, and the stateidoes’not typically allow
water to be moved into the area. Additionally, an irrigatiomyshare is not equivalent to a full
water share. A transfer process must occur to convert irrigation shares into water shares.

As an example, it was noted that when Migron was built, water was transferred from
Payson to Lehi through a similar state-apptroved process. The State is trying to keep
everything in the same aquifer.

The Town’s water system was establishedsin 1939, upgraded in 1996, and involved in a
court case in 1965. The Townpurchased the infrastructure from the Fairfield Irrigation
Company and currently leases the water rights from them.

The water company halds the state water rights for all associated sources. If a person
were to transfer a share of eulinary water into the system, it would be designated as a
point of diversion“at thesTown’s water source. The share would then be turned over to the
Town, which, would deliver the water to the residence.

Alina Pringle, regarding commercial and industrial lots, storage units or containers could
be considered as one lot with one water connection. The current water use requirement
seemsyquite high for clean, self-storage containers.

ltaw@as stated that the fairest approach for commercial and industrial water allocation is to
base it on fixed accounts and demonstrable water demands. These demands can be
calculated by the Town’s engineer using standardized tables.

For example, a textile business located in a light industrial zone could quickly exhaust the
town’s water supply. It was noted that producing a single pair of denim jeans requires

approximately 2,806 gallons of water.

The opinion was expressed that for commercial and industrial uses, the only fair and
practical method is to base water allocation on actual, measurable demand.
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Commissioner Discussion on the Town’s Water Regulations (Ordinance) § 6.1

The Commissioners considered several key elements of the proposed water ordinance.

On the issue of existing resident water connections, the Commissioners discussed
whether impact fees should be waived for current residents who wish to conneétto the
system. Commissioner Mascaro initially supported a waiver but, after Town Atterney Todd
advised that such a waiver could create legal liability, suggested that a re@uction might
be a more appropriate option. Following this discussion, the Commissioners agreed to
remove the waiver provision.

The Commissioners then examined water requirements for commerciald@nd light
industrial uses. Concerns were raised that the proposed 129 acrerfeét requirement might
be too high for certain businesses and too low for high-demand users such as
restaurants or car washes. After weighing these considerations, the Commissioners
decided to retain the proposed requirement, while allowingythe Town Council discretion to
adjust it on a case-by-case basis based on engineering:assessments of actual water
needs.

Water banking for new developments wasialsoreviewed. The Commissioners clarified
that banked water rights must be held by the town, not by developers, ensuring municipal
oversight. This system will allow developers to manage resources for phased projects
while maintaining centralized towmcontrol.

In addition, the Commigsionerstaddressed well requirements, agreeing that 600 feet is an
appropriate thresholdforidetermining whether properties must connect to the town’s
water system or may.drill{private wells, based on current cost comparisons.

Finally, the Cemmissioners reviewed proposed language regarding water source
prote€tion zones and expressed support for the wording as presented.

Motion to send the Revisions to the Town’s Water Regulations (Ordinance) § 6.1 to
the Town Council for approval.

Commissioner Fisher motioned to send the Revisions to the Town’s Water Regulations
(Ordinance) § 6.1 to the Town Council for approval. Commissioner Riet seconded the
motion. The motion was unanimously approved.

Commissioner Taylor - Yes
Commissioner Riet - Yes
Commissioner Fisher - Yes
Commissioner Mascaro - Yes
Commissioner Butterfield - Yes
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3) Presentation on the Revisions to the Airport Zone found in Town Code § 10.11.260.

7:39 Wayne presentation Todd 7:39-7:40

Commissioner Taylor gave a brief overview of the Airport Zone revisions, explaining that the town
is working to create an ordinance that will serve both the airport and the town, establishing
common ground where all parties can be reasonably satisfied.

Town Attorney Todd Sheeran added that deficiencies in the current airpark zone ha@d been
identified, prompting the issuance of a notice of pending ordinance. Amongrthe issues were the
absence of definitions for specific uses and unclear standards for setbacks@and,other
requirements. He explained that the purpose of the revision is to conduct a comprehensive
overhaul of the ordinance, preserving similar permitted uses while providingsclearer regulations.

a) Public Comment on the Revisions to the AirporisZone,found in Town Code §
10.11.260.
Amy Walker, attorney for West Desert Airpark, expressediConcerns about compliance
issues, particularly regarding FAA regulations being incorporated into the town code. She
noted the potential confusion about enforceément jurisdiction between the town and the
FAA, as federal law gives the federal goyernment exclusive sovereignty over U.S.
airspace. She also expressed concerns abaut the obligation easements section in
10.11.260.14, which she believed4may conflict with state code.

Matthew Kolm, owner of West Desert Flight and president of the flying club, at the Air
Park. | want to thank everyoneifor the time and effort put into this process. | appreciate
the work that has been‘done to help move things in the right direction.

In reviewing thegdraft, of page 28, Section B, under “Private Air School Special Uses,”
there are referenees t6 operations under Parts 61 and 141. However, the language limits
activity to@dayMFR only. Both Parts 61 and 141 include IFR operations, although IFR
approaches,eannot be performed at this airport since no IFR system exists. The current
wording appears to prevent taking a student to another airport to complete IFR training,
whieh'taises concerns.

Additionally, the section references contracting or leasing to another program. | am
currently semi-contracted with a company based in Hays, Kansas, to assist their
customers with flight training, and | am unsure how this provision would apply under the
proposed language.

Another concern is that the draft specifies a flight school must be owned by the airport
entity. | do not own any part of the airport—only the flight school—so as written, this
provision would completely restrict my ability to operate.

Bryson Masacro asked a question regarding flight school operations: if his flight school is
limited in the number of students or aircraft allowed at the Air Park, would he still be
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permitted to conduct training elsewhere, or would the same restrictions apply? Mayor

McKinney asked if the people he had trained were online or if they were flying in.

Matthew stated that it was explained that flight training is conducted through a
combination of local and out-of-state students. Some students from Utah comgo train
locally, while others fly in from other states to receive instruction either in their own
aircraft or in the instructor’s aircraft.

Bryson asked a question, which was then raised about whether training couldalso take
place at other locations or if it was limited solely to the Air Park.

Mayor McKinney informed those present that the Church felt'it was not notified correctly
and had not had time to review the ordinance. They havg asked for additional time.

Cheri Anderson, with IRL, requested more time to review the document thoroughly.
Brent Dahl turned his time over to Amy Walkerthere attorney.

Amy Walker regarding the ownership requirement for flight schools. It was noted that this
provision may raise potential privilegeg andiimmunities concerns under the Constitution,
as it could be interpreted as a restrictionyen operating a lawful business. The speaker
stated an intention to coordinateywith, Todd to further review and discuss the issue,
acknowledging that it is a €@empleximatter for a small town to address.

It was emphasized thatiit is important for flight schools to be able to operate their lawful
businesses.

Referencefwasialso madéto Section 2.60.12 on page 7, which mentions an FAA plan
requiring complianece for small airports. The speaker noted that such a plan does not
appeantolbe something the FAA necessarily provides, making it difficult to navigate when
the Jown’s, requirement references FAA compliance that may not exist. Additional
mention was made of related provisions on page 17 concerning the small airport section.

ThefCommission thanked Amy for her comments and input.

Alina Pringle thanked the Commission for the time and effort spent drafting and reviewing
the ordinance. They expressed concern that portions of the ordinance reference
obligations under federal guidelines, noting that the airport does not accept any federal
grant funding. It was explained that many FAA advisory circulars are intended as
recommendations rather than requirements, and that the Utah Planning Guide is
designed to serve as guidance, not as a regulatory document. The speaker stated that
using such documents as binding regulation may be an overreach.
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They expressed appreciation for Fairfield’s efforts to protect the airspace around the Air
Park but noted that some portions of the ordinance seem to characterize the Air Park as a
regional airport rather than a small, community-focused airfield. The speaker suggested
reviewing those sections further and acknowledged the ongoing work being done on the
ordinance.

It was also noted that safety considerations had been discussed previously duringsliown

Council meetings, including the topic of bird hazards prior to the original adeption of the

airport burdens. The speaker emphasized that safety remains the faremost concern—for
both Fairfield residents and pilots—and that the Air Park is commitiedt@,maintaining that
standard.

They stated that the Air Park continues to work collaborativelyawith’surrounding
landowners, the church, and others affected by theoverlay. The goal is not to restrict or
negatively impact anyone’s property but to foster cooperation and mutual benefit. The
speaker expressed their belief that the Air Park is a valuable asset to Fairfield and will
continue to be so.

A final comment was made regarding stdrage‘in hangars. The speaker explained that,
unlike many other airports, the Air Park allows limited storage of items such as
motorhomes or cars in hangars, which adds flexibility and value while still maintaining
compliance with safety stapdardsy

Commissioner Taylor asked Todd'if it was appropriate for Jami Mascaro to make a public
comment. Todd said itswas okay to comment.

Commissioner Masearé'stated that their home is located within the flyover area and that
they were neveriinformed about being included in it. They expressed concern that aircraft
fly over théir preperty frequently.

Mascaro eemmented that their own occupation and activities do not affect the airport or
otherneighbors, noting that other nearby uses—such as large gatherings on neighboring
properties—do not impact them. However, the airport’s operations, including significant
aireraft activity, do affect both their property and the Town. The resident stated that this
situation feels very unfair.

Commissioner Discussion on the Airport Zone found in Town Code § 10.11.260.
Commissioner Taylor observed that the Commissioners had not yet reviewed the
shortened document produced from the recent legal review. He stated that he was not
comfortable proceeding without first examining the revised draft. To allow adequate time
for review, he proposed tabling the item and scheduling another meeting the following
week to continue the discussion.
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c) Motion to send the Revisions to the Airport Zone found in Town Code § 10.11.260. to

the Town Council for approval.
This item was tabled. No motion was made.

4) Presentation on the Revisions to the Airport Overlay found in Town Code § 10.11.275.
Commissioner Taylor gave a brief overview of the Airport Overlay, noting that it had _not
yet been updated to reflect the full length of the runway. He explained that the oyerlay, requires
residents to file with the FAA before constructing any structure of significant height. The FAA
then determines whether the proposed construction is safe. If deemed unsafe, the airpark would
be required to purchase the property or obtain a navigational easement.

a) Public Comment on the Revisions to the Airport Overlay.found i" Town Code §
10.11.275
Amy Walker stated that their comments on this iterafwere similar to previous concerns,
particularly regarding jurisdictional issues.

They referenced language in the draft statifig that all land within the runway protection
zone must be owned by West Desert Airpark,or encumbered by a restrictive easement
approved by the Town. The speaker expressediconfusion about how this requirement
would be implemented, noting that the.runway and airport have existed for a long time
and are recognized as lawful uses‘UnderUtah Code §72-10-403, which affirms that flight
over the lands and waters of the statedis lawful.

They indicated that they wouldidiscuss this further with Todd to clarify how such
easements would fupétion. The speaker noted that the runway protection zone is distinct
from the overlay zone, encampassing only the two ends of the runway, and expressed
concern about.howithe language might be applied.

Additional concern was raised regarding the enforcement provisions, which classify
failure teycomply as a zoning violation. The speaker emphasized the importance of
maiftaining a clear distinction between FAA jurisdiction and Town authority to ensure
properenforcement boundaries.

Several residents expressed concerns about the runway extension and the impact of
increased air traffic. Michael Weber noted that while he knew planes were in the area
when he moved in, the problems didn't start until the runway was lengthened.

Sylvia Lawerence commented that while airplanes occasionally fly over their property,
they have generally had positive experiences with the Air Park. She noted that during
horse shows held on their property, the Air Park has been cooperative, asking pilots to
avoid the area whenever possible.

Todd Hoops club member asked for clarification regarding the overlay area, noting their
understanding that the hovering or flight path area does not cover the entire zone but
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extends from the Runway. They inquired whether structures or activities could exist within

that area.

It was explained that property owners within the overlay must acknowledge the proximity
of the airport and potential impacts such as aircraft noise. Building is restricted@bove
certain height limits, and the Town mandates the overlay requirement in accordan€e with
state regulations.

Michael Weber expressed concern that the Town Council has stated certain airfport
regulations are not enforceable by the Town and instead fall underith@9urisdiction of the
FAA. He questioned how effectively the FAA could or would réspend todssues in a small
town like Fairfield.

He noted that while complaints can be submitted —sugeh“as reporting aircraft flying below
500 feet over homes—these reports often result in o action being taken. He asked who
is ultimately responsible for enforcement and accountability when issues arise in Fairfield.

Michael stated that aircraft frequently fly over theighome on weekends while he is outside
with his family. While he clarified that they,do"not object to airplanes in general, they
expressed concern about the construgtion'of a longer runway, which they were not
previously aware of, noting that it has already increased—and will likely continue to
increase —air traffic over resi@lential areas.

Robert discusses the importaneg of improving communication between the Town and
residents who live neafthe airport. The speaker noted that greater understanding and
collaboration could help reduce tension and animosity that has developed between the
Town and somefcommunity members.

He expressedithe belief that working together more constructively would help everyone
move forward and create a more positive environment.

Todd'Sheeran explained that the Airpark Overlay involves some overlap between FAA
jurisdiction and the Town’s authority. The Utah Code requires the establishment of an
overlay for airports, which must include, at a minimum, the standards outlined in Part 77
of federal law.

He stated that the Town is drafting the ordinance as carefully as possible to ensure
compliance with jurisdictional requirements while also addressing safety concerns and
potential impacts on neighboring properties.

Neil Schwendiman stated that an approved plan for the project is already in place. They

expressed concern that the proposed overlay zone and height restrictions could interfere
with their existing plan.
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He added that if the FAA were to impose additional restrictions as a result of the overlay,
it could negatively affect their operations. They emphasized that the company’s airspace

rights hold significant value and asked that the overlay not infringe upon them.

Commissioner Taylor reminded those present that the State of Utah mandates ihe overlay
requirement and that the Town is working to implement it thoughtfully and respansibly,
The speaker invited anyone with additional questions or concerns to reach out to the
Mayor or themselves to discuss the matter further, acknowledging and appreciating the
concerns that were raised.

Mayor McKinney addressed Amy specifically regarding the runway protection zone,
noting that the runway extension has existed for just over a year, jwith the grand opening
held in October. The resident stated that the extension has created significant issues for
the Town, as the runway protection zone now extendsyonte, other people’s property.

She expressed concern that there is no legal authority permitting the runway protection
zone to encroach on privately owned land@and asked for an explanation as to how this
could be allowed. Amy stated that she would be happy to look into the matter further and
would coordinate with Todd to obtain clarificatien regarding the runway protection zone
issue.

Alina Pringle expressed appréciationito the Commission and acknowledged the impact
that air traffic has on residents within Fairfield and surrounding areas.

Regarding the overlaysMs. Pringle clarified that GSBS is not the aviation engineer for the
project. She stated that Loehner Engineering previously presented a Part 77 surfaces
diagram, which flagynotbeen accurately reflected in the current overlay. She noted that
the proposed overlay'appears significantly larger than what Part 77 surfaces require and
suggested using the Lochner Engineering document—or a similar one from another
aviationyfifm==to properly illustrate the Part 77 standards.

Alina stated that while increased airspace protection is beneficial, it is not acceptable for
the averlay to extend onto or restrict the use of private property. She explained that Utah
state requirements under Part 77 only mandate notifying the FAA if a structure penetrates
a defined surface, so the FAA can address it through lighting or charting on sectional
maps.

She emphasized that nothing in the regulation prohibits construction within the defined
surfaces. For example, if a church chose to construct a building within the Runway
Protection Zone, it would have the right to do so, provided the FAA is notified. Ms. Pringle
added that any agreements to prevent such construction would be a matter between
private property owners and not a government mandate.
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She also noted that when the runway and Air Park development were discussed
previously, Fromer Mayor Brad Gruney and Mayor Hollie McKinney reviewed potential
impacts on North Pointe, which helped inform the conditions of its Conditional Use
Permit. Ms. Pringle stated that the runway at its current length was approved under the
previous airport zoning ordinance following public hearings and Council review

Cheri Anderson IRL stating that the primary concern with the proposed oyerlays on
related regulations arises only when they begin to inhibit the Town’s own operations or
create conflicts with existing activities. The speaker emphasized that while cooperation is
important, limitations that interfere with the Town’s ability to functionforidevelop would be
problematic.

Cheri added a general question for consideration, noting thatihefairport had previously
approached the Town to request permission to lengthen the runway.

Commissioner Taylor stated he was going to ask a question and did not need a response.
Taylors questioned what would prevent MpSchwinnman from returning in the future to
request an increase in his approved trash [evels. He asked whether limiting such a
request would unfairly restrict his abilityto,operate in the same manner as the other
landfill in town, simply because of hjs {location.

Commissioner Taylor notedhatthere,are many factors to consider and stated that the
purpose of the discussion igto wark through those complex issues collaboratively.

Commissioner Discussion on the Airport Overlay found in Town Code § 10.11.275
Similar to the Airport Zonediscussion, Commissioner Taylor observed that the
Commissionersgad, notyet reviewed the revised document. He recommended tabling
the item until the,Commissioners had an opportunity to examine the updated draft.

Motionito send the Revisions to the Airport Overlay found in Town Code § 10.11.275.
to the Town Council for approval.
JFhis, agenda item was tabled pending further review.

COrmmissioner Taylor motioned to have a meeting on September 16th at 6 pm to discuss
the airpark zone and airpark overlay. Commissioner Riet seconded the motion. The motion
was unanimously approved.

Commissioner Taylor - Yes
Commissioner Riet - Yes
Commissioner Fisher - Yes
Commissioner Mascaro - Yes
Commissioner Butterfield - Yes
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Adjournment
Motion made by Commissioner Mascaro to end the meeting. Commissioner Fisher seconded the
motion—the meeting ended at 8:20 pm.

Minutes Approval Date Stephanie Shellgy Recorder/Clerk
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