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The following are the minutes of the Planning Commission Meeting held on Thursday, December 15, 2016 at 

6:00 p.m. in the Herriman City Community Center, 13011 South Pioneer Street (6000 West), Herriman, Utah. 

Adequate notice of this meeting, as required by law, was posted in the Community Center, on the City’s website, 

and delivered to members of the Commission and media. 

 
Presiding:  Vice Chair Jessica Morton  
 
Commission Members Present:  Chris Berbert, Adam Jacobson, Curt Noble, Robyn Shakespear  
       
Council Members Present:  Coralee Wessman-Moser 
 
City Staff Present:  City Planner Bryn McCarty, Planner I Sandra Llewellyn, Planning Intern Craig 
Evans, City Engineer Blake Thomas, and City Attorney John Brems 

 6:04:59 PM 

City Planner Bryn McCarty provided a brief training concerning making a motion. She asked the 

commission that when they make a motion to speak directly into the microphone, speak slowly and 

clearly when making a motion. What is said in the motion is the decision. It cannot be changed in the 

approval letter to make it sound better. This week Deputy Recorder Cindy Quick will be adding staff 

requirements as part of the minutes to make it very clear what was required. She asked the commission 

members to make sure that staff conditions and requirements are what they want and if a change is 

desired to be clear. She reminded them that even if a discussion took place during the meeting requiring 

a fence it would not automatically make it a requirement. Commission members would need to be sure 

and add the fencing decision as part of the requirements.  

 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson asked about recommendations for engineering requirements and why 

they are included in the staff requirements. City Planner Bryn McCarty explained that it was due to a 

need to require engineering up front because if it wasn’t required up front often engineering issues come 

up at through the process and the applicant would state that it was never required. Commissioner Adam 

Jacobson wondered why engineering wasn’t making sure those requirements were being met. He didn’t 

feel that  it  should be part  of  the planning requirements  or process.  Planner McCarty provided  an  
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example with fencing. If the fencing requirement wasn’t required during planning, there would be no 

way to require a fence later on. She explained that staff plans to add a requirement that states, if during 

the engineering process anything changes, the applicant would need to come back to planning 

commission. She suggested that City Engineer Blake Thomas would most likely start requiring full 

engineering for multi-family before they come before the commission with their proposal. Staff 

continues to find too many changes are required after the applicant completes their engineering. 

Commissioner Jacobson suggested making the engineering requirements clear and separate from staff 

requirements. He would also like a requirement to show the setbacks on the plan. He suggested that it 

be outlined as engineering issues, planning issues, other generic city standard issues and then anything 

additional (especially on conditional use). Planner McCarty suggested making the generic city standard 

issues as part of the ordinance. Commissioner Jacobson asked if staff has problems with a developer do 

they still recommend approval. City Planner McCarty reported that they try really hard to only add 

applicants to the agenda that are ready. He mentioned South Hills. 

 

City Planner McCarty explained that she has been meeting with them and City Attorney John Brems. 

They have explained to the developer that they do have to go through the process they are currently 

going through. The process outlined in their master development agreement is the process required by 

planning. The setbacks were in the agreement and they can also do curbs but none of it affects the 

planning process they are going through, they do need to provide what the commission has been asking 

for. Commissioner Jacobson reported that their master development agreement says they are supposed 

to show that their HOA has approved the plans before they come to the commission. He asked if they 

have provided that approval to staff. Planner McCarty explained that she has been in discussions with 

the applicant and has explained the process. She was fine if the commission wanted to continue the 

item, however she felt that staff would make sure the applicant complies with requirements.  

 

She pointed out that they did move the townhomes off of 15000 South. They also moved the trail off 

the canal. They moved the location of the pool as well. City Planner McCarty asked commission to 

make sure that what they are requiring of the applicant was consistent with what was being required of 

other applicants. She asked them to compare the plat to similar plats received. Commissioner Jacobson 

pointed out the differences and requirements that were missing. A discussion regarding when 

engineering requirements are to be done took place.  

 

 6:36:27 PM 

Item 2.2 & 2.3 – Think Architecture – Subdivision and PUD of 96 Townhomes – she reported that 

there was a typo for the number of units. The number of townhome units is 97.  

 
Item 2.4 & 2.5 – Wasatch South Hills – Subdivision and PUD of 282 Units – Commissioner Curt Noble 

noted a difference in staff requirements and what was listed on the agenda for the number of units for 

Wasatch South Hills, as well. The correct amount is 282 units.  
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Item 2.1 – Burgeois – Convenience Store/Gas Station – commissioners have received the written 

decision. City Planner Bryn McCarty expressed that City Attorney John Brems said they are not required 

to read the decision letter they can simply ask for an approval. Public comment will not be allowed. 

Planning Commission will review the decision briefly to state what the decision was. She suggested that 

they can then make a motion, take a vote and move on. Then three copies will need to be signed.  

 
Item 2.2 & 2.3 – Think Architecture – Subdivision and PUD of 97 Townhomes – They had been 

waiting for approval from council for commission to move forward with an approval. The City Council 

approved it and talked about the trail connection. Mr. Soffe offered two options for that connection. It 

was included as a staff requirement.  

 
Item 2.6 – Mason – One lot subdivision – city council approved the rezone. There will be a public 

hearing for the item.  

 
Item 2.8 & 3.1 – DeHaan – Proposed 2 lot subdivision and rezone – council approved all of the 

proposal except one lot in the front knowing the applicant wanted to subdivide it. Council wanted to see 

the subdivision before approving the proposal. Subdivision will need to be continued. The rezone can 

go forward.  

 
Item 2.7 – Reception Center – the proposal was from the same people for a reception center. The 

applicant was concerned with the stone requirement for the elevation. They moved the location of the 

center to the east lot and will eventually do something on the west lot. Elevations meet the standard. 

They are going to put professional offices on the main floor and the reception center on the upper floor; 

the two will be completely separate.  

 
Commissioner Jacobson briefly reviewed the city subdivision ordinance and what was required for a 

preliminary plat.  

 
Planner McCarty reported that city council approved the text change to the planning commission 

ordinance. They changed the recommended verbiage to say, the Mayor, with the advice and consent of 

the council, can remove a commission member. They are working on a planning commission policy to 

outline what is required for the commission member position. The next commission meeting is on 

January 5th. The meeting on January 19th will be cancelled due to the city council retreat and that she 

would not be able to be to both meetings. The next meeting after that would be February 2nd. She 

reminded them to report when they will not be able to attend any commission meeting.  

Meeting Adjourned 6:52:44 PM 

 

 
 

► ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ◄ 

 

      

 

tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Herriman&nbsp;City&nbsp;Council&quot;?datetime=&quot;20140501190809&quot;?Data=&quot;8f8513cd&quot;


December 15, 2016 – Planning Commission Minutes Page 4 of 14 

 

 

 
7:03:39 PM     

 

Presiding:  Vice Chair Jessica Morton 
 
Commission Members Present:  Chris Berbert, Adam Jacobson, Curt Noble, Robyn Shakespear  
       
Council Members Present:  Coralee Wessman-Moser 
 
City Staff Present:  City Planner Bryn McCarty, Planner I Sandra Llewellyn, Deputy Recorder Cindy 
Quick, Planning Intern Craig Evans, Communications Specialist Destiny Skinner, City Manager Brett 
geo. Wood, and City Attorney John Brems 

            

 

Vice Chair Jessica Morton welcomed those in attendance.  
 

 7:03:57 PM  
 

Kemper Woodward led us in the pledge. 

 7:04:24 PM  
 

Full Quorum, Clint Smith, Wade Thompson and Andrea Thompson absent. 

7:04:42 PM  
 

Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to approve the minutes for December 1, 2016. 

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear SECONDED the motion.  
 

The voting was unanimous.  

 
Vice Chair Jessica Morton reviewed the public comment policy and procedure. 

7:05:51 PM

Vice Chair Jessica Morton announced that there was a public hearing regarding the item and that the 

public hearing had been closed. She reported of a comment form received from David Howe and that it 

would be included in the public record. She reported that a decision was made and was circulated 

amongst the commission. She read the decision letter as follows: 

 
“The Planning Commission disavows any reliance upon public clamor expressed during this proceeding. 

The  Planning Commission reaches  its  decision  solely  upon  evidence presented  to  the  Planning  
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Commission. The Planning Commission finds that the reasonable anticipated potential detrimental 

effects of the proposed use of the subject property as a C-Store/gas station can be substantially 

mitigated with the Conditions of Approval as outlined in the staff report. The Planning Commission 

finds that after considering the required Approval Standards as outlined in the staff report and in the 

Findings of Fact above, the proposed use is compatible with the mixed use development of the 

Herriman Towne Center in the MU-2 zone. The Planning Commission concludes that there is sufficient 

evidence to show that the subject Land Use Application for a Conditional Use meets the statutory 

requirements and should be granted. Applicants are granted a Conditional Use Permit to operate a C-

store/gas station on the subject property with the following conditions:” 

 
Vice Chair Morton reported that there were 16 conditions outlined in the report and asked for a motion 

to adopt the decision as written. 

  
Commissioner Adam Jacobson MOVED to approve the written decision as outlined. 

Commissioner Curt Noble SECONDED the motion. 
 

The vote was recorded as follows: 

Commissioner Chris Berbert No 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 

Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed 3:1. 

7:09:43 PM

City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with an aerial map, site plan and other images 

prepared. She explained that item 2.2 and 2.3 would be discussed together. Both items were on for 

public hearing several months ago and there was an amendment to the overall Miller Crossing PUD 

which was approved at council. She pointed out pod 14 and showed the layout of the development.  

City Council wanted to ensure that there was a connection from the park to the open space. She spoke 

with the developer and they plan to work a connection in the south west corner. The connection was 

included as a condition and requirement. Elevations for the project were shown along with materials 

and colors. Miller Crossing requires 30% brick or stone on the elevations. 

 
Tim Soffe (applicant) addressed the commission and noted regarding the trail connection could be 

worked out. He said the changes made to the plan did not cause them to lose any parking and the 

density will be 9.5 which was under the allowable density of 12. 

 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson no issues with the PUD. Commissioner Curt Noble asked if they should 

make a decision for the trail but Commissioner Chris Berbert noted that it was listed as PUD 

requirement #10 and had no problems either way. 
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Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to approve the item with staff recommendations and subdivision requirements. 

Subdivision Requirements:  

l. Meet with the Staff for review and final approval of the site plan.   
2. Receive and agree to the recommendations from other agencies. 
3. Install curb, gutter, sidewalk, and park strip on all public streets. This should include trees every 30 feet in the 

park strip. A fee in lieu may be paid for the improvements along Main Street.  
4.  No property lines may be within the flood plain.  
5. No property lines shall be within 20 feet of the top of bank of Midas Creek, as determined by the City Engineer.  
6. Provide a storm water analysis and detain to City standard. Work with engineering on the overall detention of the 

project.  
7. Provide a traffic study to the City engineer for review and approval.  
8. Maximum of 30 units on one access per UFA. 
9. The access onto Main Street shall line up with the Walmart access across the street. 
10. Dedication of 73 feet from the center line of Main Street to Herriman City.  
11. The private roads will be signed as “No Parking” on one side of the road.   
12. Provide on-site storm water detention that will discharge to Midas Creek at a maximum rate of 0.2 cfs/acre. 
13. Obtain storm water discharge permit from Salt Lake County Flood Control 
14. Maintain 20 ft for maintenance access from the top of the bank along Midas Creek 
15. Receive an access easement agreement from the subdivision to the west to use their private roads. No engineering 

review or approval will be provided without a recorded access easement for the second access, across private roads, 
connecting to a public roadway. 

Commissioner Curt Noble SECONDED the motion. 

The vote was recorded as follows: 

Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 

Commissioner Curt Noble Yes 

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 

7:16:31 PM

Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to approve the item with PUD requirements. 

PUD Requirements: 
1. Provide an open space summary.  
2. Fencing along the creek shall be a 3-rail vinyl.   
3. Install a 6 foot precast wall along Main Street.  The design shall be reviewed and approved by the Planning Staff. 

A fee in lieu may be paid for the fence along Main Street.  
4. Setbacks from the public right of way shall be at least 20 feet. Setbacks between buildings shall be at least 10 feet.  
5. All of the open space within the project will be maintained by the HOA.  
6. Building elevations approved as submitted, with a minimum of 30% of the front exterior and any side or rear 

viewable from a street shall be brick or stone. 
7. Maximum density in this pod of 11.2 du/acre. 
8. Minimum of 21 guest parking spaces.  
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9. Each unit shall have a 2 car garage and a 2 car driveway.  
10. Provide a 10 foot asphalt trail connection to the park to the west and the open space to the south.  

Commissioner Curt Noble SECONDED the motion. 

The vote was recorded as follows: 

Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 

Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 

7:17:09 PM

City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with an aerial map, site plan and other images 

prepared. Item 2.4 and 2.5 were for Subdivision and PUD approval and would be discussed together. 

She pointed out Pod 2 which was adjacent to the canal and soccer complex. Planning commission had 

concerns with the town homes facing 15000 S. The applicant moved the town homes internally and put 

single family along the road which kept the amount of units the same. They also included setbacks and 

driveway widths. Elevations were shown and staff report states that final elevations will need to come 

back. They will need to meet design criteria. The tracking summary was shared.  

 
Reed Dixon, John Lindsley and Kyle (applicants) addressed the commission. Mr. Dixon explained that a 

few things were moved around. Amenities were moved to the north east of the project which 

consolidates the recreational aspect of the project. He described a park and regional trail. There was 

extra room for additional parking stalls if necessary. He pointed out a pool complex near a public park 

and two soccer fields. Commissioner Adam Jacobson asked what the space between lots 105 and 106 

was for. The applicant responded that it would be a parking area for use of the public park to the north 

and that the area was part of the soccer complex. Access to the small parking lot was through road E 

and it was a small parking lot, intended to be for local parking not for the whole community. He noted 

the switch to single family instead of townhomes along 15000 S and pointed out where the townhomes 

would be located within the development. Commissioner Jacobson readdressed the parking lot access. 

Mr. Dixon responded that it was for a small soccer field next to the parking lot and a full sized field a 

little further away, as well as, playground facilities. He further added that anyone in pod 2 that wants to 

drive to the parks would have a parking lot. Mr. Dixon pointed out the soccer field, tot lot and pool at 

Commissioner Chris Berbert’s request. Commissioner Berbert questioned the General Notes on the 

plan, especially the note that said the plan was for conceptual use only and that the unit configuration 

may change. Mr. Dixon explained that the notes were old and no longer apply. Commissioner Jacobson 

reported that he liked the move of the townhomes. He requested being able to see the actual buildings 

that will be built in the development and wanted more detail on the plat. He was fine with the PUD, 

however, the subdivision side needed more detail. John Lindsley offered that the technical guidelines 

were  what they  had to  adhere  to.  The applicant would have  to show that they  are abiding  by  the  
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technical guidelines and design review guidelines before any final plat approval. He commented that 

they are saying they will comply and would risk the loss of building permits if they don’t. A discussion 

about the planning process versus the applicant’s master development agreement ensued. Commissioner 

Jacobson explained that he had concern with item 2.4 (File# 44C08-03) because the city subdivision 

ordinance would not allow the applicant to come back once the commission approves their proposal 

with staff requirements.  

 
Mr. Dixon explained of a meeting with staff regarding how the process should work with their master 

development agreement and reported that there was an amendment in the works that would help all 

involved. He further explained that he wouldn’t know where a driveway is until he knows where the 

garage is; and he won’t know where the garage is until the house is designed. That was why it would be 

brought back to the commission. He added that he does know where the roads will be, where the lots 

will be and where the utilities will be. He explained that the subdivision being shown would not need to 

change even if a garage flips or a driveway flips from one side to another. Commissioner Jacobson 

clarified that in city ordinance, those types of things he was describing were tied to the PUD not to the 

subdivision. Kyle explained that part of the process defined by the development agreement was to allow 

the owner to move forward with the design of the lots and then locate builders. The development 

agreement was set up as a two part process to allow the owner to move forward with the design of his 

lots. He reported that the development agreement was legally the same thing as an ordinance. The city 

council decided that they would set forth a different process for the master plan. He explained that they 

weren’t going against the ordinance but following the development agreement process. Concurrently 

elevations were being designed and would be brought back after reviews were done. He referred to 

other developments going through a process similar to theirs. Commissioner Jacobson explained that all 

other PUD’s are required to follow the process that he had been trying to outline with them. He 

explained that if the commission approved the proposals before them that there would be no authority 

for them to be required to come back before the commission, other than for the elevations. He further 

explained that the subdivision would not be approved until requirements had been met, including 

contours, dimensions and building lot lines, which were defined in the ordinance. He thanked the 

applicant for the changes made to the PUD part of their proposal and explained that they had met the 

requirements. However, the subdivision part was different. Mr. Dixon asked Planner McCarty whether 

or not she had shared the processing protocol with the commission. She explained that she did talk to 

commission about the process but the details were not shared because she’d been working through it 

with Herriman City Attorney John Brems and Bruce and changes were still needed before it was shared 

with the commission. Commissioner Noble had concern with the general notes on the plan. He asked if 

he could approve it and cross out the general notes. Mr. Dixon felt fine with them approving their 

proposal subject to general notes one through five being removed. Commissioner Jacobson explained 

that if the applicant were to follow Section 1.4.1 (what was required in a preliminary plat) that he would 

not have an issue with the subdivision. Mr. Lindsley stated that he wanted to be sure he was in 

cooperation with the development agreement as well. The process was intended to have it preapproved 

so builders could go forward with their plans. The development agreement states that there was a 

reasonable amount of negotiation that would need to occur and wanted to make sure that he wasn’t 

exceeding that due to costs being incurred. Mr. Dixon felt there was a gap between the subdivision 

ordinance and the detail of the process per the master development agreement. Commissioner Jacobson  
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felt that showing the contours and how they plan to mitigate the contours was the purpose of the 

preliminary plat review. Vice Chair Morton asked if on street parking would be allowed. The applicant 

felt that on street parking would not be utilized because every single unit would have two parking spots 

and a two car garage, however, all roads would be public roads and each town home has a basement. 

Commissioner Berbert asked the applicant if they were confident that the layout would work out and 

that there would not be any changes. The response was that they had checked and the layout will work. 

He mentioned of a few lots that were irregular but irregularly large not small, they felt confident that 

there was wiggle room in the plan. Commissioner Berbert explained that lot dimensions were usually 

provided to help the commission be confident as well. Mr. Dixon explained that larger lots are 50 x 100 

and smaller lots are 40 x 100. If lots deviate they just get bigger they will not go smaller. He was 

constrained not knowing what the builder would design. If the builder wants to be bigger he would have 

to come back. Planner McCarty suggested that the commission could place a condition requiring them 

to bring back dimensions when they bring back the elevations. Mr. Dixon explained that it was a 

conventional project and would be fine to bring back the dimensions with the elevations. Commissioner 

Jacobson asked about the tot lot. Mr. Dixon explained that the developer will include a tot lot that will 

be attractive to their buyers. The tot lot however was not a requirement so they have no details except 

that there will be one. Commissioner Jacobson wondered if the applicant would be okay for the 

commission to add a requirement for a tot lot to be included. Mr. Lindsley suggested that they just state 

there will be a park created. Mr. Dixon explained that by the time they come back with architectural 

information he could show the commission what would be going in the parks. Commissioner Jacobson 

felt comfortable with that suggestion. City Planner McCarty reminded the commission that the applicant 

was not required to put amenities in the open space. Commissioner Jacobson advised the applicant that 

in the future if the applicant provided a preliminary plat style then it would go through a lot faster 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson MOVED to approve the item with the 10 staff requirements with an additional item 11 

to have a preliminary plat come back in (before building permits) so we can review, with lot dimensions and set preliminary 

plat as the requirements of a preliminary plat as outlined in the ordinance. 

Subdivision Requirements:  
1. Trails need to meet AASHTO standards. 

2. Provide storm drain retention to meet City standards. This can be provided off site in a regional detention facility.  

3. Install a 12 foot hard surface trail along canal.  This may be over the storm drain easement. 

4. Provide a Traffic Impact Study. This should verify, among other things, spacing and location of access points on 
Academy Parkway, and striping and signing.  

5. Install curb, gutter and sidewalk on all public streets. 

6. Provide a storm drain study. This will need to provide for full retention on site, and account for historical flows.  

7. Submit a phasing plan for the construction of roads. Only 30 units will be allowed off of one access point.   

8. Maintain City access to the pump station on 15000 South.  

9. The roads are approved as public roads and must meet all standards for public right of ways, including sidewalks 

and park strips.  

10. Work with engineering on the design for the road adjacent to the canal. This may not need a sidewalk on both sides, 

due to the location of the trail. 

11. Have a preliminary plat come back in before building permits so we can review, with lot dimensions and set 
preliminary plat as the requirements of a preliminary plat as outlined in the ordinance. 
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Commissioner Curt Noble SECONDED the motion. 

The vote was recorded as follows: 

Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 

Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 

7:52:50 PM

Commissioner Adam Jacobson MOVED to approve the item with staff’s 10 requirements with an adjustment to item 

three to say 282 units, item 11 will be to have the landscape review of the entire project for all amenities to come back with 

the building elevations; number 12 to remove all of the general notes on the plan presented; and item 13 to show driveways 

when buildings are laid out. 

PUD Requirements 

1. Receive and agree to the recommendations from other agencies.  
2.   Detailed plans on amenities and open space to be submitted and reviewed as part of engineering review.  
3. Approved for 283 282 units.  
4. Building elevations to come back to the PC for final review and compliance with the South Hills design 

guidelines.   
5. Building elevations to meet the approved South Hills design guidelines and receive ARC approval.  
6. The applicant shall demonstrate how the proposal complies with the overall density of the project. 
7. Provide an open space summary and map that explains how the required open space is being met in the South 

Hills Development.  
8. Park/Amenities to be installed by the developer or builder prior to 50 percent of the building permits being 

issued. 
9. Provide a 6 foot precast wall along Academy Parkway.  
10. Setbacks to be as follows:  

Single family:   
Front – 20 feet to garage, 10 feet to living space 
Rear – 15 feet  

   Side – 5 foot/ 10 total 
   Corner – 18 feet  
  Townhomes: 
   Front – 20 feet to garage; 10 feet to living space  
   Side – 10 feet 
 
   Corner – 10feet  
   Minimum 15 feet from Academy Parkway and 15000 South.  

11. Have the landscape review of the entire project for all amenities to come back with the building elevations. 

12. Remove all of the general notes on the plan presented. 

13. Show driveways when buildings are laid out. 
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Commissioner Chris Berbert SECONDED the motion. 

The vote was recorded as follows: 

Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 

Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 

7:54:41 PM

City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with an aerial map, site plan and other images 

prepared. The City Council rezoned the property for a one lot subdivision, to build one home. She 

reminded the commission to hold a public hearing for the item and then approve the one lot 

subdivision. The lot will still be a large .9 acre lot. 

 
Katie Webb (applicant) explained that her intent was to move the manufactured home off the lot and 

build a home in its place instead. She would like to be grandfathered in for animal rights. Commissioner 

Jacobson questioned whether or not the animal rights should be on the plat and part of the 

requirements. The response was it was fine either way because council has approved the animal rights. 

7:57:07 PM  Vice Chair Morton opened the public hearing and called for any citizen who would like 

to speak on this item to come to the podium, fill out a comment form and state their name for the 

record. 

 

Citizen Comments:    

 

None 

 

7:57:34 PM  Vice Chair Morton closed the public hearing. 

 
Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to approve the item with staff requirements as well as adding six where this 

property would be grandfathered in to A-1 animal rights. 

Requirements: 
1. Meet with the Staff for review and final approval of the site plan.   

2. Receive and agree to the recommendations from other agencies. 

3. Dedicate property to accommodate 40’ ROW from the centerline of Main Street along entire frontage of property. 

4. Pay fee in lieu for sidewalk improvements along Main Street Frontage  

5. New power to home must be installed underground.  Existing pole may remain but power service into home must be 

placed underground. 

6. This property to be grandfathered in to A-1 animal rights. 

tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Herriman&nbsp;City&quot;?datetime=&quot;20161215195432&quot;?path=&quot;C:/FTR&nbsp;Recordings&quot;?Data=&quot;c981a4cc&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Herriman&nbsp;City&quot;?datetime=&quot;20161215195707&quot;?path=&quot;C:/FTR&nbsp;Recordings&quot;?Data=&quot;37448f6e&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Herriman&nbsp;City&quot;?datetime=&quot;20161215195726&quot;?path=&quot;C:/FTR&nbsp;Recordings&quot;?Data=&quot;0dcb0176&quot;


December 15, 2016 – Planning Commission Minutes Page 12 of 14 

 

 

 

Commissioner Curt Noble SECONDED the motion. 

The vote was recorded as follows: 

Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 

Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 

7:58:37 PM

City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with an aerial map, site plan and other images 

prepared. A reception center was approved for the location a couple years ago. The applicant has since 

changed the site and the building design. The new site and building design were shown. Originally the 

building was on the west side but was now proposed to be placed on the east side. The west side would 

be left vacant for a future building. The plan in the packet was not what was presented during the 

meeting; the plan shown at the meeting was correct.  

 
Brandon Lundeen (applicant) provided a brief background or history to the project. After approval of 

his last proposal, the applicant discovered that he had over designed the building for what he could 

afford. The new design has been simplified with a town and country feel for the house. Landscaping 

features will be incorporated and will include a drainage with stone and trees surrounding it for photo 

opportunities. The proposed plan will reduce building costs and will be more functional. 

 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson questioned the layout. He requested what was happening with the 

vacant lot to understand the flow of the property. Mr. Lundeen explained that the building will be two 

stories. The lower level will have professional office space and the reception center will be on the upper 

floor. If it becomes successful they would like to repeat the building for the west side with office space. 

Commissioner Jacobson requested more landscaping on the west side to act as a buffer for the residents. 

Commissioner Berbert asked where the entrance for the professional offices would be. The response 

was that the parking lot slopes down to the south west corner and the entrance was on the south east 

side. He also asked where the dumpsters would be located. The response was up against the fence in the 

parking area; and would be enclosed in a stone structure. City Planner Bryn McCarty stated that it 

needed to be in the requirements. Commissioner Berbert asked what the hours of operation would be 

also wanted lighting to be part of the requirements. Mr. Lundeen explained that they plan to put larger 

trees along the west side to provide a buffer. Commissioner Jacobson requested being able to see a 

landscape plan showing the buffer. City Planner McCarty pointed out that the lot is part of Rosecrest 

and the applicant would have to receive ARC approval from Rosecrest which has not been done yet.  

 
Commissioner Jacobson requested a layout for the west lot to include a landscaping buffer and fencing. 

A discussion regarding business hours took place. Commissioner Jacobson requested that staff work 

with the applicant  to propose a recommendation for hours of operation,  trash can placement  and a  
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landscaping plan. Planner McCarty reminded that commission that parking numbers for a reception 

center was not in the ordinance, therefore, planning commission would determine what that should be. 

The plan showed 150 parking stalls. Commissioner Jacobson suggested that the applicant make them 

aware of the number of seats for the reception to provide an idea of their parking stall needs. City 

Planner McCarty explained that the commission would look for a recommendation from him for the 

parking needed. Mr. Lundeen reported that he could pull information from a Sandy location and 

provide the information on the plan. Commissioner Jacobson asked him to include landscaping all 

around the lot including the buffer areas. Commissioner Berbert requested that the trash and fencing be 

added to the requirements. Commissioner Jacobson requested that the applicant bring color boards 

when he comes back. Applicant asked for contact information for Rosecrest to get the ARC approval. 

Staff mentioned that would provide the information to him. Commission requested that approval be 

complete before the proposal comes back to the commission.  

 
Vice Chair Jessica Morton noted that a comment form was received from Gary Young for the record. 

Commissioner Curt Noble MOVED to continue the item without date.  

Commissioner Adam Jacobson SECONDED the motion. 
 

The motion passed unanimously. 

8:14:41 PM

City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with an aerial map, site plan and other images 

prepared. She noted that item 2.8 and 3.1 would be discussed together. The property was currently 

zoned A-1 and the applicant would like to zone it A-.5. The one acre would be cut in half and both lots 

would then access off of 7530 West. Both lots meet the width requirement. There was an existing home 

on one of lots. The second item (3.2) was for the rezone. The subdivision cannot be acted on until the 

council makes a decision.  

 
Greg DeHaan (applicant) was available to answer questions. Commissioner Jacobson asked if lot one 

would accesses Rooster Cove or 7530 West (because of the way it was noted on his plat). Mr. DeHaan 

reported that it would access 7530 West and was not noted correctly on the plat. Commissioner Chris 

Berbert asked about the existing well and whether or not it would be used. Mr. DeHaan explained that 

they would like to use it on the property without a home.  

8:17:25 PM  Vice Chair Morton opened the public hearing for both item 2.8 and 3.1 and called for 

any citizen who would like to speak on this item to come to the podium, fill out a comment form and 

state their name for the record. 

 

Citizen Comments:    

 

None 
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8:17:49 PM  Vice Chair Morton closed the public hearing. 

 
Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to continue item 2.8 without date.  

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear SECONDED the motion. 

The motion passed unanimously. 

 

8:18:31 PM

Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to recommend approval to city council of a rezone from A-1 to A-.50. 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson SECONDED the motion. 
 

The vote was recorded as follows: 

Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 

Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 

Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 

Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 

8:19:40 PM 

 None 

 
 

 

Vice Chair Jessica Morton called for a motion to adjourn. 
 

Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to adjourn the meeting and Commissioner Adam Jacobson SECONDED the 

motion. The motion passed unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 8:20:20 PM . 

 

I, Cindy Quick, Deputy Recorder of Herriman City, hereby certify that the foregoing minutes represent a true, accurate 

and complete record of the meeting held on December 15, 2016.  This document constitutes the official minutes for the 

Herriman City Planning Commission Meeting. 
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