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MEETING OF THE 
      TAYLOR PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

ON TUESDAY FEBRUARY 12, 2013 
AT 7:00 P.M. AT  

TAYLOR TOWN HALL 
425 W. PAPER MILL ROAD 

 
 

Commission Members Present:  Chairman Eric Ritz, Vice-Chair Ralph Schreiber, Jack Babb, 
Loretta Whitlow, Merry Nutter 
Staff Present:  Planning & Zoning Director Jeff Johnson, Administrative Assistant Kathy 
Hancock, Chief of Police Jerry Van Winkle 
Attorney Present: Sterling Solomon 
Visitors:  See list. 
 
Public Hearing: The purpose of this hearing is to take public comment on a Site plan review 
request on parcel #202-23-058D.  The request is for a Monument Sign. 

 
1. Open Public Hearing: Chairman Eric Ritz opened the public hearing at 7:05 p.m. 

 
2. Public Comments: There were no comments from the public. 
 

3. Close Public Hearing: Chairman Eric Ritz closed the public hearing at 7:05 p.m. 
 

Public Hearing: The purpose of this hearing is to take public comment on a possible text 
amendment to Title 18.85: Medical Marijuana  

 
4. Open Public Hearing: Chairman Eric Ritz opened the public hearing at 7:06 p.m. 

 
5. Public Comments:  There were no comments from the public. 

 
6. Close Public Hearing: Chairman Eric Ritz closed the public hearing at 7:06 p.m. 

 
Public Hearing: The purpose of this hearing is to take public comment on a possible text 
amendment to Title 18.12; 18.15 and 18.80 Kennels  

 
7. Open Public Hearing: Chairman Eric Ritz opened the public hearing at 7:06 p.m. 

 
8. Public Comments: Brad Click from Shumway addressed the commission and had questions 

with the proposed Kennel Ordinance concerning Section B. #5; Inspecting Commercial 
Kennels Unannounced.  He requested the language to be changed to have the Police 
Department give at least 1 hour notice before coming to inspect and also raise the 
inspections to twice a year instead of once. The other question is with Section V. 
Requirements. #3 which says a kennel can have no more than 10 unsterilized female animals 
over six months of age.  If someone has 35 animals and only 10 unsterilized females, that 
kennel will have 10 male dogs.  You need to have more females and be able to rest them 
from breeding.  He requested that the language be changed to “no more than 50% or half of 
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the total animals be females” instead of 10 females.  You need to have more females so they 
don’t have to be bred back to back which is hard on them.   

 
9. Close Public Hearing: Chairman Eric Ritz closed the public hearing at 7:10 p.m. 

 
Regular Meeting Called to Order:  Chairman Eric Ritz called the regular meeting to order 
at 7:11 p.m. 
 

10. Open Call to the Public:  There were no comments from the public but Attorney Sterling 
Solomon needs to leave the meeting early so he requested moving the Medical Marijuana 
and Kennel items up to the beginning of the action items. 

   
Loretta Whitlow made a motion to move Kennels to item #13, motion seconded by 
Ralph Schreiber.  Motion passes. 

Action: Approve 
 

11. Approval of Minutes:  Motion made by Loretta Whitlow, seconded by Eric Ritz to 
approve the minutes of the November 6, 2012 meeting as read.  Motion passed. 

Action; Approve, Deny or Table 

16. (Now item13) New Business: Discussion and possible recommendation of text 
amendments to Title 18.12; 18.15 and 18.80 Kennels.  Attorney Solomon said that we need 
to clarify the town’s policy on kennels noting that this includes all domesticated animals.   
The only amendment to the planning and zoning sections of the town code will involve the 
definition of what a kennel is.  Before, the code was defined as anything more than 5 animals, 
now it is says anything more than 5 but less than 35 animals. This is a proposed ordinance 
and you can change these numbers however you would like and then make a recommendation 
to the town council for their consideration. The majority of the information deals with what 
the police department is going to have their say on which is under Title 6.  The police 
department would be the ones to issue the kennel permit after the P&Z Commission approves 
a Conditional Use Permit (CUP).  The kennel owner would have to come back once a year to 
have a new CUP issued.   
 

Chief Van Winkle was asked how this recommendation compares with Snowflakes code and 
if it will be difficult enforcing the two different towns.  He said presently Snowflake does not 
have a kennel code and their probably won’t be too many people coming in for kennel 
licenses.  This would give existing kennels a time frame that is yet to be determined to bring 
them into compliance.  He suggested changing Ordinance B.5 to say “all” kennels shall be 
inspected on an annual basis instead of “commercial” kennels. 
 
Mr. Ritz said one of the things we need to do is determine the number of animals and take 
Mr. Clicks’ advisement into consideration. The language defining private or commercial 
kennels should be the same.   
 
Mr. Click suggested that one half of the animals should be unsterilized females.  Mr. Ritz 
likes the maximum  #35 females and suggested saying 17 breeding animals in the ordinance.  
 
Item 5 requires an officer to visit at least once a year but does not preclude them from visiting 
as often as needed.  Chief Van Winkle was asked if his officers would have a problem calling 
ahead of time to say they are coming.  He believes it would be cumbersome to his officers to 
call.  Right now we have one Animal Control Officer for two communities and he is very 
busy.  He is not opposed to calling ahead but it will have to be at the pleasure of the animal 
control officer, not the kennel owners.  
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Motion made by Jack Babb to recommend to City Council Ordinance No. O-2013-02 
with the following amendments:  
Section III-B. Scope.  Strike the word “commercial” kennels and ad the wording 
“allowing 6 months for current kennels to come into compliance.”   
Section V-3.  Allow for a maximum of 17 unsterilized female animals over 6 months of 
age. Motion was seconded by Mary Nutter. Motion passes. 
Mr. Ritz thanked Mr. Click for being here and giving his input.   

Action; Discuss, Approve, Deny or Table 
 

14. New Business: Discussion and possible recommendation of text amendments to Title 
18.85: Medical Marijuana. Mr. Solomon said there are still issues with the wording.  All of 
the recommendations are workable and within the parameters of the law but there is one item 
he is working on and wondering if a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) would be allowed and 
can we put conditions on this.  The concern is when the Medical Marijuana zoning laws were 
passed the zoning restrictions couldn’t be used to keep dispensaries out, so putting conditions 
on it could be viewed as wanting to restrict someone from putting a dispensary in.   

 
Mr. Ritz said item 1A references a site plan required for growing marijuana outside of the 
residential structure. As he reads the code there is no provision at all for growing plants 
outside of a structure, in fact he thinks the code calls specifically for only being allowed to 
grow marijuana for patient use or for residential zoning and to only grow plants in your 
private residence.  He doesn’t like any of the language in 1A and thinks it is outside the code.   

 
Mr. Solomon said if you choose to table this item your public hearing requirement has been 
met so you will not have to advertise again. 

 
  Motion to table this item was made by Jack Babb, seconded by Ralph Schreiber. Motion 

passes. 
Action; Discuss, Approve, Deny or Table 

 
 
13. (Now #16)  New Business: Discussion and possible approval of a Monument Sign Site 

Plan Review on parcel # 202-23-058D.  Nick Bryce has been the owner of the Pharmacy for 
about three months and people said they didn’t even know there was a pharmacy until it was 
in the paper; there are quite a few people leaving the area to get their prescriptions filled.  
Currently we don’t have good visibility, the pharmacy is on the south side of the Bashas 
shopping center and they would like to put in a sign which would be located on the Alaskan 
Oil property on the corner closest to the pharmacy; it would also serve as a sign for Dirt 
Buster Cleaners.  Mr. Godfrey is representing Dirt Busters and said they are located behind 
Alaskan Oil and are not that visible and feel the sign would really help their business.  Bill 
Solomon, the owner of the property is not here tonight but signed the Site Plan request form 
indicating his approval of the sign. 

 
Mr. Ritz recommended that we put this section of our town code on our next agenda for 
review but since we have two business owners here that need our help he would like to help 
them and all business owners be successful without cluttering the town with too many signs. 
There are codes that pertain to signs for good reason.  He recommended that we put this 
section of the code on a future agenda for review.  The challenge is to balance the needs of 
individuals against the needs of the community.  Bill Solomon, the property owner is the one 
that should be here because he is the one that gets to determine if he wants a sign on his 
property.   The code clearly states that detached signs should be limited to one sign per street 
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frontage, so he asked the petitioners if they want every gas station or every solar company, 
etc. to have two signs.  If Main Street in Taylor allowed every business in town to have two 
signs, it becomes cluttered.  So how do we deal with legitimate opportunities, such as in this 
case, to have two signs?   

 
Mr. Godfrey asked if a variance would be possible due to a hardship and also if anyone has 
come in against this sign. Jeff replied saying we have had no opposition to this sign. People 
have asked similar questions pertaining to signs but nothing was ever presented that we could 
move forward on.  Variances are toxic and they have found a single illegal off site sign and 
are suing the town. What is before us now is another opportunity for the town to be sued, or 
an opportunity to reconsider the language in our code to allow businesses to have 
comprehensive signs so a cluster of businesses can advertise collectively.   Mr. Ritz 
suggested we review this code and work on adopting code language to allow adjacent parcels 
to be able to share comprehensive signs.  This would stop someone from putting a bill board 
on others property that might be across town without cluttering the town.  We need to find a 
balance to help businesses be more successful and not clutter the town.    

 
Mr. Godfrey thinks variances should be considered but our code says variances are 
considered on a hardship “due to the land,” so a variance cannot be considered in this case.   

 
“We can recommend, deny, table or approve these applicants,” said Mr. Ritz, but whatever 
we do needs to be consistent with the code we are going to adopt because variances are not 
justified due to topography.  Mr. Solomon already has a sign on the property and told the 
applicants he wants to leave his sign where it is.  If we approve this sign request, we would 
go against code because there would be two signs on a single property.  This petition should 
comply with new sign language.  There needs to be a resolution because once we set 
precedence we want to make sure the businesses as well as the town are in a solid position.  If 
the commission decides to table this until next month, since it is a text amendment it would 
also have to be presented to the council before the business owners could move forward. 

 
It seems we are in some level of agreement that the code language needs to be addressed and 
refined. Mr. Ritz believes in this situation a comprehensive sign is warranted but we can’t 
allow two signs on a single frontage property. He is in favor of allowing immediate adjacent 
property owners access to a comprehensive sign. Mary would rather table this than approve 
with the condition of the property owner removing his sign.   
 
Motion made by Merry Nutter, seconded by Loretta Whitlow to table this discussion 
until next month. Mr. Johnson asked if in the motion they would like to table it until next 
month and have a public hearing.  Merry amended the motion to say table this and make 
it part of a public hearing and a text amendment for next month’s agenda.  Mr. Ritz 
pointed out that Snowflake allows two detached signs, but he looked in the Town of 
Snowflake and there is not a single business that has two detached signs; however there is 
one auto dealer that has three.  He encouraged business owners to be part of the discussion to 
help other businesses be competitive and balance individual needs with what is best for the 
community long term.  The more voices we hear on this the better.  We would like to have 
Mr. Solomon here as well.  Motion passes. 

Action; Discuss, Approve, Deny or Table 
  
17. Adjournment: Motion to adjourn the meeting made by Jack Babb, seconded by Merry 

Nutter.  Motion Passed. 
 Meeting adjourned at 8:35 p.m. 
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 Certification of Minutes:  I herby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct 
copy of the Taylor Planning/Zoning Commission Public Hearings and Meeting held February 
12, 2013.  I further certify that the meeting was duly called to order and that a quorum was 
present. 

 
 Dated this 12th day of February, 2013 
 
 ____________________________ 
 Kathy Hancock 
 Administrative Assistant 


