




 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
Thursday, May 18, 2017 

Waiting Formal Approval 
 

The following are the minutes of the Planning Commission Meeting held on Thursday, May 18, 2017 at 6:30 
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:  Chair Clint Smith 
 
Commission Members Present:  Chris Berbert, Andrea Bradford, Adam Jacobson, Curt Noble, 
Robyn Shakespear 
       
Council Members Present:  Mayor Carmen Freeman 
 
City Staff Present:  City Planner Bryn McCarty, Assistant City Manager Gordon Haight, City 
Engineer Blake Thomas, City Attorney John Brems 

 
 

6:30 PM - Work Meeting: (Main Conference Room) 

 
City Planner Bryn McCarty briefly reported on a recent training. She mentioned that staff reports could change based 
on information provided during the class. She reported that she was still trying to change the joint meeting date. 
Mayor Freeman and Clint Smith were scheduling interviews to meet with each Planning Commissioner. Meeting 
times and dates were briefly set.  
 

1. 6:39:22 PM  Anthem Development Discussion 
 

The remainder of the Anthem PUD was by the elementary school being constructed and Athlos. A 
development agreement was still needed which would be on council next Wednesday. Assuming the 
agreement was approved, the developer could move forward. The remaining 179 units would be 
presented. All of the lots are for single family. Time was turned over to Doug Young (developer) who 
oriented the commission with the location of the development. He described the basic layout pointing 
out schools, parks, trails and intersections. He reported that fencing would be back from the sidewalk to 
allow for landscaping on both sides of the sidewalk. He asked for any thoughts or suggestions and a 
discussion about roadways took place. It was reported that the cottage homes would have small 
driveways and back yards.   
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2. 6:52:32 PM  Review of Agenda Items 
 

Item 2.1 – Peterson – 21 Lot Subdivision – new layout was submitted with a cul-de-sac and requested 
changes were incorporated.  
 
Item 2.2 – Hull – Amendment to Subdivision – The subdivision was approved a couple months ago for 
14 lots and the applicant was proposing an amendment for 11 lots. Trevor Hull reported that 
requirement number three should be removed due to alterations of the development agreement. 
Requirement number seven should read any construction, not construction of any homes. He 
committed to install a fence before he constructed any homes.  
 
Item 2.3 – Clayton – Amendment to Reception Center – a new layout was provided showing a possible 
150 seats for each floor with a total of 300 seats if two receptions were taking place at the same time. 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson wondered if the approval could be tied to the number of seats. City 
Planner Bryn McCarty felt fine with that suggestion because it would mitigate the impact. She reminded 
the commission that they would need to determine what the appropriate amount of parking should be 
and suggested they use the ratio of one space per three seats at capacity. The maximum capacity of 300 
would mitigate the parking concerns. The suggestion made was that 100 of the stalls were for guests and 
23 stalls were for employees. She suggested they add that language to requirement number eight. 
 
Item 3.1 – Text Change to Create Sport and Mixed Use Overlay Zone – a new copy of the zone was 
received that evening. The developer hoped that he had incorporated what was discussed at the previous 
meeting. YESCO had provided information as well. Commissioner Adam Jacobson suggested the sign 
incorporates Herriman City on it to support the greater interest of the region and mentioned that PRCA 
was on the Herriman entrance signs. City Planner Bryn McCarty clarified that he was asking that 
Herriman events be displayed across the sign. He responded affirmatively. Commissioner Adam 
Jacobson pointed out that the Herriman entrance signs were similar to the signs being proposed and 
supported those entrance signs, however, he was still concerned with the size of the proposed signs. He 
declared that the proposed signs would be larger than the home sitting at its base, in face it would be 10 
feet smaller than the entire lot. He felt that there was not enough comparables provided and noted a 
confliction with the application coming from the city but really meant for REAL Salt Lake (RSL). City 
Attorney John Brems suggested that the commission could recommend a reduction in the size of the 
sign and send it on to City Council or they could recommend denial. Chair Clint Smith asked if RSL 
could be the applicant and do the leg work or if staff needed to do the work being they were the 
applicant. Commissioner Adam Jacobson understood that the look and feel of the sign was a staff thing 
he just felt it was a lot of work to put on staff. City Attorney John Brems explained that staff would just 
request further information from RSL. Mayor Freeman asked them to look to the future and what the 
area would be when it was fully developed. Commissioner Chris Berbert felt the application was still 
incomplete. Assistant City Manager Gordon Haight explained that they had tried to create a zone that 
would be difficult to propose with the hopes that the zone would remain in the requested location only. 
Chair Clint Smith divulged that actually made it harder for him to approve because it was for just one 
area. He understood that the sign may not seem as impactful as the area developed out. Commissioner 
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Chris Berbert felt that the sign should be at the end of Porter Rockwell Road and Redwood Road at the 
entrance to the city. Assistant City Manager Gordon Haight explained that they could make it a 
conditional use so the details come back to the commission. Chair Clint Smith and Commissioner Adam 
Jacobson felt comfortable with that suggestion. City Planner Bryn McCarty agreed she commented that 
they could add standards for height and size to bring it back. Commissioner Adam Jacobson would like 
to hold one more meeting to obtain examples of a real standard.  

 
 

Meeting Adjourned 7:14:38 PM 
 
 
 
► ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ◄ 
 
 
      
7:00 PM - Regular Planning Commission Meeting: 

 
Presiding:  Chair Clint Smith 
 
Commission Members Present:  Chris Berbert, Andrea Bradford, Adam Jacobson, Curt Noble, 
Robyn Shakespear 
       
Council Members Present:  Mayor Carmen Freeman 
 
City Staff Present:  City Planner Bryn McCarty, Deputy Recorder Cindy Quick, Communications 
Specialist Steve Cyr, Assistant City Manager Gordon Haight, City Engineer Blake Thomas, City 
Attorney John Brems 
                       

 
1. General Business: 
 Welcome 

7:17:04 PM  Chair Clint Smith welcomed those in attendance.  
 
1.1 7:17:34 PM   Invocation/Thought/Reading and Pledge of Allegiance 

 

Burke Staker led us in the pledge. 
 

1.2 7:18:05 PM   Roll call:  
 

Full Quorum, Jessica Morton & Wade Thompson absent 
 

 1.3 7:18:14 PM   Approval of Minutes for:  May 4, 2017 
 

Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to approve the minutes for May 4, 2017. 
Commissioner Andrea Bradford SECONDED the motion.  
 
The voting was unanimous.  
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Chair Clint Smith reviewed the public comment policy and procedure. 
 
 

2. Administrative Items:  
Administrative items are reviewed based on standards outlined in the ordinance. Public comment is taken 
on relevant and credible evidence regarding the applications compliance with the ordinance. 
 

2.1 7:19:44 PM  17S17 – Peterson – 7182 W Rose Canyon Rd – Proposed 21 Lot Subdivision - 
Zone: A-.25 – Acres: 9.06 (Public Hearing held on May 4, 2017) 

 
City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with an aerial map, site plan and other images 
prepared for the item. The Planning Commission had questions and recommendations regarding the 
applicant’s site plan. The applicant submitted a new site plan addressing their concerns and 
recommendations. The applicant modified the road in the development to be a cul-de-sac with 21 lots. 
A fee in lieu would be provided for the detention pond which may allow for more density in the 
development.  
 
Carl Peterson (applicant) thanked Commissioner Adam Jacobson for the request to create a cul-de-sac 
he liked the look and function of the subdivision much better with that change made. Chair Clint Smith 
mentioned that often the end result is much better when taking an application through the process and 
thanked Mr. Peterson for listening and providing input. Commissioner Chris Berbert commented about 
requirement number 10 regarding the detention off site. He wondered if the detention was not provided 
off site if it would take away one of the lots.  
 
Commission discussion. Chair Smith liked the layout presented better than the previous proposal. He 
suggested adding language to requirement number 13 to approve the subdivision with 21 lots if 
detention was off site and 19 lots if detention was on site. Commissioner Chris Berbert asked whether 
or not the applicant would pay a fee in lieu if the detention was off site. A brief discussion about options 
for the detention pond took place. City Planner Bryn McCarty suggested that the language for 
requirement 13 state that density would be approved for 21 lots unless the detention was provided on 
site then only 19 lots would be approved. She also suggested adding the fee in lieu to requirement 
number 10. Trevor Hull commented that the applicant should not do the fee in lieu because of an 
agreement with Unified Fire Authority. City Engineer Blake Thomas explained that the fee in lieu would 
be for the landscaping regardless of the placement of the detention pond. The detention pond would be 
landscaped whether it was on the property or off site. He suggested that they require the fee in lieu 
because it could be used for landscaping on site or off site.  
 
Commissioner Chris Berbert MOVED to approve the item with staff requirements with a change to item 10 where we 
will require them to pay a fee in a lieu for the detention pond if provided off site and an adjustment to item 13 where density 
is approved at 2.3 units per acre which is 21 lots if detention is provided off site; if detention has to be provided on site, no 
more than 19 lots approved. Item number 10 should also state that if detention is provided on site, landscaping to city 
standard will be required as well. 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson SECONDED the motion. 
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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. Each of the lots shall be a minimum of 85 feet wide and 10,000 square feet. 
4. Install curb, gutter, and sidewalk on all public streets. 
5. Dedicate right of way for Rose Canyon Road and 7300 West. 
6. Install a trail along Rose Canyon to match the trail to the west. 
7. Install a 6 foot vinyl privacy fence along Rose Canyon Road. 
8. Install a 6 foot vinyl fence along the west, north, and east property lines. 
9. Install a 6 foot vinyl fence on lots 1, 12, 13, 21, adjacent to the future extension of 7300 West.  
10. Detention may be provided off-site along with a required fee in lieu. Work with engineering on any improvements 

required to the storm drain system to provide adequate conveyance and capacity for the subject property. If there is not 
sufficient capacity, then detention will need to be provided on site. If detention is provided on site, landscaping to city 
standard will be required and will result in the loss of 1-2 lots for detention.  

11. All homes shall meet the Single family design criteria.  
12. The cul-de-sac phase including lots 13-21 will not be able to be constructed until the adjacent connecting public road to 

the east has been dedicated and constructed. The applicant will need to work with engineering on the details of the 
improvements on the new road and existing Sky Haven. 

13. Density is approved at 2.3 units per acre, which is 21 lots if detention is provided off-site. However, if detention is 
provided on site, no more than 19 lots are approved. 

14. Pay a fee in lieu of sidewalk, park strip, and street lights for the adjacent portion of the future 7300 West.  

The vote was recorded as follows: 
Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 
Commissioner Andrea Bradford Yes 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 
Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 
Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
2.2 7:30:23 PM  06S17-01 – Hull – 6725 W Butterfield Way – Proposed amendment to an 

Approved Subdivision to reduce the number of lots from 14 to 11 - Zone: A-.25 – Acres: 
4.68 (Public Hearing) 

 

City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with an aerial map, site plan and other images 
prepared for the item. The subdivision was previously approved for 14 lots and the applicant proposed 
amending the approval to reduce the lots to 11. The previous plan was shown along with the new plan. 
The new plan included a cul-de-sac with 11 lots. Conditions would remain the same for fencing. 
Condition number three would need to be removed due to changes in the development agreement. The 
fence would be started prior to any construction on the site.  
 

Trevor Hull (applicant) jokingly exclaimed that the commission should not get use to a request for a 
reduction in lots, however, all parties involved, the city, the residents and the developer felt the 
proposed change was a win and he was very proud of the project. He believed it was a nice way to 
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complete the area.  
7:32:55 PM  Chair Smith opened the public hearing and called for any citizen who would like to speak 
on the item to come to the podium, fill out a comment form and state their name for the record. 
 
Citizen Comments:    
 
None 
 

7:33:07 PM  Chair Smith closed the public hearing. 
 
Commissioner Curt Noble MOVED to approve the item with staff requirements, however, eliminating item number three 
and amending item seven to read that the fence must be completed prior to starting any construction. 
Commissioner Robyn Shakespear SECONDED the motion. 

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. Dedication of right of way for 7300 West, per the “West Herriman 3 Parcel Development Agreement”.  
4. Each of the lots shall be a minimum of 85 feet wide and 10,000 square feet. 
5. Install curb, gutter, and sidewalk on all public streets.  
6. Install a 6 foot vinyl privacy fence along Butterfield Parkway.  
7. Install a 6 foot vinyl fence along the west and east property lines, where a fence isn’t currently installed. The fence must 

be completed prior to starting any construction. of any of the homes 
8. Detention may be provided off-site. Work with engineering on any improvements required to the storm drain system to 

provide adequate conveyance and capacity for the subject property. If there is not sufficient capacity, then detention will 
need to be provided on site. 

9. All homes shall meet the Single family design criteria.  

The vote was recorded as follows: 
Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 
Commissioner Andrea Bradford Yes 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 
Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 
Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 
2.3 7:34:34 PM  60C16 – Clayton – 14100 S Rosecrest Rd – Amendment to the Approved 

Reception Center - Zone: C-2 – Acres: 2.6 (Approved on January 5, 2017) 
 
City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with an aerial map, site plan and other images 
prepared for the item. The Planning Commission had concerns and questions about whether there 
would be adequate parking provided if receptions took place on both floors at the same time. A layout 
for seating was provided showing 150 chairs on both floors. Indicating that a total of 300 participants 
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would be able in the building at any one time. She reminded the commission that the applicant requested 
to remove condition number 17 to allow for receptions on both floors. The Planning Commission 
would need to determine the parking requirement for this type of facility. 
 
Lon Clayton and Bob Greer (applicants) addressed the commission. They felt their submission was 
described adequately and were available for questions. 
 
Commission discussion. Chair Clint Smith explained that the concern for parking was if two receptions 
were taking place simultaneously. The layout indicated the maximum occupancy would be 300 at any 
one time. Therefore, he believed the proposed parking of 123 spaces would be adequate. He felt that 
three occupants per vehicle would be sufficient. Commissioner Andrea Bradford asked if the 
undeveloped part of the property would also be for a reception center. The response was the area would 
be limited and a reception center could not be allowed due to the limited parking. Commissioner Adam 
Jacobson wondered what the rationale for parking per seating should be. City Planner Bryn McCarty 
explained that requirement number eight should include a ratio to set the rationale for what the parking 
should be. 
 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson MOVED to approve the item with staff recommendations with an amendment to item 
eight to require 123 parking stalls shall be supplied before occupancy to support a ratio of three seats to one parking stall 
for guests and 23 for support staff; and to remove item 17 and require that at no time will there ever be more than 300 
seats for guests for the entire building at one time. 
Commissioner Chris Berbert SECONDED the motion. 

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.   There shall be 20 feet of landscaping along both streets.  Submit landscaping plans showing types, sizes and 

placement of plant material to the Staff for review and final approval.  15% of the total site shall be landscaped and 
shall also include a minimum of 5% of the parking area landscaped. 

4.   Building elevations and materials board to come back to PC for final approval.  
5. Receive approval from the Rosecrest Architectural Review Committee.  
6. No signs are approved with this request, separate approval will be required. 
7. Install a 6 foot precast wall and vegetation such as shrubs and trees along the west property line to buffer the 

residential homes.   
8. 123 parking stalls shall be supplied before occupancy to support a ratio of three seats to one parking stall for guests 

and 23 for support staff. 
9. Hours of operation to be 7:00 a.m. to 12:00 a.m. for the reception center. 
10. Setbacks as follows: 
 Front: 8 feet 
 Side Yards:  20’ on the corner / 15 feet adjacent to residential, with an additional setback for buildings over 15 

feet in height based on a one to one ratio. 
 Rear:  None 
11. All dumpsters and mechanical areas shall be screened with a precast wall and gate. 
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12. Provide a traffic impact study for review and approval. This should include information on access points.  
13. One access point off of Mirabella Drive. 
14. Detention shall be provided on site as required by City standard. If detention is located along the north property line, 

additional improvements may be required to maintain the integrity of the block retaining wall on the church property.  
15. Install curb, gutter and sidewalk on all public streets. 
16. All exterior lighting must be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer. 
17. Reception area is restricted to the upper floor of the building and the grounds outside. At no time will there ever 

be more than 300 seats for guests for the entire building at one time. 

The vote was recorded as follows: 
Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 
Commissioner Andrea Bradford No 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 
Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 
Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed 4:1. 

 
 

3. Legislative Items:  
Legislative items are recommendations to the City Council. Broad public input will be taken and 
considered on each item. All legislative items recommended at this meeting will be scheduled for a 
decision at the next available City Council meeting.  
 

3.1 7:42:34 PM  08Z17 – Herriman City – Proposed Text Change to the Land Use 
Ordinance to Create a Sports and Mixed Use Overlay Zone (Public Hearing opened on 
May 4, 2017) 

 
City Planner Bryn McCarty oriented the commission with text changes to the Land Use Ordinance to 
create a Sports and Mixed Use Overlay Zone. Some changes made were the requirement that the sign 
include a name, a requirement for how far apart the signs need to be from one another, information 
about what can be advertised on the sign and language was added to require that the signs will only be 
allowed for a sports facility and the definition of the type of facility.  
 
Assistant City Manager Gordon Haight provided further background information. He reported that 
REAL Salt Lake (RSL) requested the signs last year and the City Council was supportive of the signage 
but concerned with allowing the type of signage throughout the city. The city felt the best way to 
approach the request was to petition a legislative change. City staff worked with lobbyists to petition 
changes to state law to make it function under state guidelines. RSL was under a tight time frame and 
City Council felt it was important not to allow the type of sign anywhere else in the city. That process 
took time and the developers were patient, however, in the end the petition did not pass. The city 
looked for other remedies with zoning. Once the language for a proposed text change was completed, 
the next step was to meet in a joint meeting with City Council and Planning Commission. He again 
explained that a lot of time had taken place through the process. The City Council has revealed that they 
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would like to accommodate RSL’s request and feel it’s a great opportunity for economic development in 
the city. Therefore, the city has gone forward as the applicant to propose the text change to City Council 
allowing for the signs and also allowing the developer to move forward with the project. Chair Clint 
Smith recognized that the city was the applicant and was working in conjunction with the developer. He 
invited the developer to provide additional information.  
 
Craig Martin (developer) explained that he sent out emails to staff and City Planner Bryn McCarty 
confirmed that emails were forwarded to the commission. He understood that light pollution was one 
concern and reported that Charlie with YESCO could provide further details regarding the lighting for 
the signs. Mr. Martin reported that the signs were programmed to be at 9000 nits during the day and at 
night they were programmed to be 80% of that brightness. The signs could either be manually 
controlled or controlled with a photo cell for dimming. Therefore, the sign brightness would be down to 
5% of the intensity during the evening which would be around 400-450 nits. Charlie explained that the 
signs would be adjustable with software that could calibrate whatever output for whatever time of day 
was desired. He suggested that the signs be calibrated to allow a certain percentage over ambient light 
because there could be ambient light in the day time when it’s cloudy or overcast. The software would 
handle that calibration for whatever the city requested. Chair Clint Smith asked for him to address the 
concern of residential being in close proximity to the sign. He asked how intrusive the sign would be for 
them. Charlie explained that the sign would be at an industry standard and the graphics would not cause 
a disturbance of explosions of light. The light would be more like a slide show. He explained that when 
a sign displays graphics with a bright white background, all the diodes illuminate and flood the light 
everywhere. He reported that he always recommends to customers that they maintain 50% or less of the 
surface graphic in white. That ensure the sign would not operate at maximum capacity wasting the life of 
the diodes. Mr. Martin added that the language in the ordinance requires that an electronic display face 
may not contain, include or be illuminated by any flashing, intermittent full motion video, scrolling, 
strobing, racing, blinking, changes in color, fade in or fade out, or any other imitation of movement or 
motion, or any other means not providing constant illumination for each message. He believed that 
language should take care of the obtrusive concern. Commissioner Adam Jacobson asked about the size 
of the sign. The response was that the sign would be 48 feet wide and 14 feet tall, 672 square feet. A 
rendering of the sign was shown responding to the request of having a name on the sign. Commissioner 
Chris Berbert asked whether the homes in pod 4 were 100, 200 or 300 feet away from the sign. He 
explained that he was trying to understand what type of light illumination 400-450 nits would be at 
night. Charlie tried to explain. He referenced a sign in Woodbury on 4100 S 700 E. That sign display 
maintains the same lighting proposed and was directly across from residential areas and the community 
down the block. He believed that industry standards were in place to accommodate residential areas and 
protect residents and the company because they would not want to alienate residents or businesses. 
Charlie stated that they do their best to be good neighbors. Mr. Martin reported that the technology for 
the proposed signs would be prism view which was the same technology used in the Herriman City 
entrance signs. Chair Smith commented that he would be fine with the proposed sign if it was the same 
size as city entrance signs. Commissioner Curt Noble liked the comment regarding the brightness of the 
sign and how it could be tied to a percentage over ambient light. His main concern was creating a 
standard in an area where there was no other light pollution and worried about the illumination of the 
sign being blinding at night. Mr. Martin explained that he did not want the sign to be a billboard and was 
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more than willing to work with the commission to make them comfortable with the illumination and 
brightness of the sign. A discussion about the size and height of the sign took place. Mr. Martin 
explained that in order to get above the road deck the sign had to be 75 feet in total height as the rest of 
the sign would be obscured from view. Commissioner Andrea Bradford asked them to compare the 
proposed sign with the sign in Sandy. The sign in Sandy was smaller than the proposed sign; he 
estimated that the sign display was 28 feet wide and 12 feet tall and the total sign height was 80 feet and 
was completely different in design structure than the sign being proposed.  
 
Commissioner Chris Berbert wanted to ensure all commission concerns were addressed. Mr. Martin 
reviewed the concerns were the lighting aspect, the name, design of the actual sign and a video or picture 
of an existing sign. Commissioner Robyn Shakespear asked what the elevation of the south bound sign 
was. Mr. Martin explained that the north bound sign would be higher than the south bound sign, 
however, the signs would look the same from the road deck. City Planner Bryn McCarty suggested that 
the language state 45 feet above the travel lane of Mountain View Corridor frontage roads. 
Commissioner Andrea Bradford asked about the material of the sign. Charlie said it would be aluminum 
with a unique finish making it look like a patina core ten steel, finished and sealed well. Mr. Martin felt it 
would blend in with the copper mine. Commissioner Andrea Bradford requested that the commission 
consider brick or stone on the sign rather than the metal. Chair Smith thought it may not even be seen. 
Other comments were that it may not be seen from the road, however, residents would see it.  
 
Assistant City Manager Gordon Haight reminded the commission that the developer would like to hold 
a grand opening in August and hoped to have a good finished product. 
 
8:12:53 PM  Chair Smith continued the public hearing and called for any citizen who would like to 
speak on the item to come to the podium, fill out a comment form and state their name for the record. 
 
Citizen Comments:    
 
None 
 

8:13:14 PM  Chair Smith closed the public hearing. 
 
Commission discussion. Commissioner Chris Berbert would like to see more examples of how close or 
how far the sign would be from residents. Commissioner Adam Jacobson requested more information 
to show the sign from a major road and suggested a video of someone driving by it. Commissioner 
Chris Berbert would like to see the sign from the east side and west side of the city view point. He 
reported that item 10-16-C3 could just be a conditional use not a permitted use. He felt that the concrete 
could be covered by rock. Commissioner Adam Jacobson wanted to add language requiring the sign be 
tied to the percentage over ambient light. He would like a video of the sign shown in dark and light to 
see what was being described. Chair Clint Smith agreed with the comments regarding the sign should be 
a conditional use. That would allow the commission to provide direction regarding design and the 
lighting component to have more clear definition and those elements could be reviewed for each 
location. Commissioner Chris Berbert liked the language proposed for maintaining the sign brightness, 
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50% or less surface graphic in white to minimize brightness, and felt that was very relevant. 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson was not so concerned about the sign being on a future freeway but the 
sign being proposed next to homes. He stated that the sign proposed would be larger than the home 
sitting within 15 feet of the sign. Chair Clint Smith thought the commission should consider a maximum 
size for the proposed sign, it was difficult to visualize how the sign would or would not blend in to the 
area. Commissioner Adam Jacobson requested a rendering showing how the sign would look next to the 
homes. Commissioner Chris Berbert suggested a requirement be included stating that the sign could not 
be within a certain amount of feet from a home. Commissioner Adam Jacobson agreed especially 
because the proposed sign would be going in someone’s backyard. Assistant Manager Gordon Haight 
asked if that was something that could be looked at during the conditional use review. Commissioner 
Adam Jacobson felt like it needed to be decided now. City Planner Bryn McCarty explained that the 
zone was what was being proposed not the conditional use of the sign. However Commissioner 
Jacobson reported that frontage and setbacks were always part of the zone. Commissioner Chris Berbert 
agreed that it needed to be determined now. Assistant City Manager Haight wondered what could be 
submitted to clarify their concern. He requested they make a suggestion now. Commissioner Jacobson 
was unclear what the distance should be and that was why he was asking for the renderings and further 
information. Chair Clint Smith felt it should be at least 100 feet. Commissioner Adam Jacobson 
suggested at least 300 feet. John Lindsley explained that the illumination of the sign would face away 
from the homes. Commissioner Adam Jacobson reported that he wanted to add language in the 
ordinance making that a requirement. A discussion about the size of the sign took place. Commissioner 
Jacobson was concerned with the size of the sign. Mr. Lindsley reported that the sign was about 50 feet 
from the house to the sign. Mr. Martin revealed that the home would be in the shadow of the sign 
because the illumination pointed away from homes. Commissioner Chris Berbert was then concerned 
that the homes next to the sign would be shaded 8 hours a day. Charlie added that the diodes on the sign 
were directional and would be aimed away from the homes. He felt that being right underneath the sign 
would be one of the least illuminated spots. Commissioner Jacobson requested a light study to provide 
direction of what type of sign would be appropriate for the area. He suggested observing the sign on I-
15 standing 80 feet away to see where light was being cast.  
 
City Planner Bryn McCarty reviewed what had been discussed. The commission requested that the sign 
proposed be a conditional use, that language be added describing standards for the conditional use, that 
a photometric plan be provided, include setbacks from residential, include height requirements, add 
language for ambient light and potential design criteria, as well as, a requirement for renderings with the 
conditional use. Commissioner Chris Berbert felt the largest concern was how it would affect the 
residential area. City Planner McCarty asked the commission whether they were comfortable approving 
the zone with recommendations to council or if they needed to see more information before making a 
recommendation. Commissioners wanted to see more information. Mr. Martin respectfully requested 
that the commission make a recommendation with conditions because they were behind schedule and 
timing was an issue. Assistant City Manager voiced concern and explained that City Council was pleased 
with the project. City Planner McCarty interjected that the next City Council meeting was June 7th. She 
explained that was the soonest it could go before council. She informed them that she would schedule 
the item for that meeting. Commissioner Adam Jacobson requested that information be sent out to the 
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commission before that meeting and he would provide feedback. City Planner McCarty explained that 
continuing the item would not delay RSL at all. Chair Smith asked RSL to provide further information 
to the commission even before holding the June 1st meeting in order to continue the progress. A 
recommendation would be made on June 1st if all information requested was provided and the item 
could then go on to City Council on June 7th. Mr. Lindsley asked to know if there was anything else 
needed because they felt they had already addressed commission’s concerns. Commissioner Jacobson 
replied that they came close to providing information to address all of their concerns. However, he was 
expecting they would provide a rendering showing what the sign looked like from the freeway. He 
wanted to understand what the total amount of light would be around the base of the sign to mitigate 
effects for the residents. He requested that staff make the proposed sign a conditional use. He requested 
that they show what the sign would look like from I-15 both day and night as a comparison. 
Commissioner Chris Berbert requested more information about the distance of the sign from the homes 
and what the standards were for other cities. Commissioner Curt Noble also requested the proposed 
sign be a conditional use and include a requirement for maximum square footage for the size of the sign. 
He felt the sign should be smaller. Mr. Martin requested what size he wanted, his concern was that 
people could read the sign while doing the speed limit. He commented that the sign in Sandy was 
smaller than the proposed sign but does not serve the intended purpose.  
 
Chair Smith thanked the applicant for working through the process with them. He wanted them to be 
successful. He felt confident that they could get them moving forward. Mr. Martin extended the same 
appreciation to the commission. Commissioner Andrea Bradford wondered if this was the place to 
address the materials of the sign. City Planner Bryn McCarty replied that could be addressed with the 
conditional use standard. Commissioner Jacobson requested that a house be placed on the rendering of 
the sign with a 30 square foot sign. Mr. Lindsley suggested including commercial on the rendering as 
well. Commissioners agreed. Mr. Lindsley revealed that the builder for pod 4 was in favor of the sign 
and already requested to be a sponsor. Commissioner Noble wondered when the renderings would 
come back. City Planner Bryn McCarty explained that it needed to be brought back because the zone 
would set a precedent.  
 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson MOVED to continue the item. 
Commissioner Chris Berbert SECONDED the motion. 

The vote was recorded as follows: 
Commissioner Chris Berbert Yes 
Commissioner Andrea Bradford Yes 
Commissioner Adam Jacobson Yes 
Commissioner Curt Noble  Yes 
Commissioner Robyn Shakespear Yes 

The motion passed unanimously. 
 
 

4. Chair and Commission Comments:   
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 None 
 
 
5. Future Meetings:  

5.1 City Council – Wednesday, May 24, 2017 @ 7:00 PM 
5.2 Planning Commission Meeting – June 1, 2017 @ 7:00 PM 
 

6. Adjournment: 
 

Chair Smith called for a motion to adjourn. 
 
Commissioner Robyn Shakespear MOVED to adjourn the meeting. All voted yes and the motion passed unanimously. 
The meeting adjourned at 8:55:47 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 May 18, 2017.  This document constitutes the official minutes for 

the Herriman City Planning Commission Meeting. 
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