PERRY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

PERRY CITY OFFICES

August 7, 2025 7:00 PM

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Chairman Ryan Vaughn, Vice-Chairman Paul White,
Commissioner Blake Broadhead, Commissioner Jan Kerr,
Commissioner Beth Thompson and Commissioner Stephen
Moss

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: Commissioner Marcus Wager

CITY STAFF PRESENT: City Administrator Bob Barnhill, Planning Secretary Tyra
Bischoff, Deputy Recorder Misty Moesser and Attorney Chris
Crockett

OTHERS PRESENT: Chad Sokol, Nathan Erickson, Lex Obray and Mardi Obray

ONLINE: None

ITEM 1: CALL TO ORDER AND OPENING CEREMONIES
Chairman Ryan Vaughn called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.

A. Declare Conflict of Interest, if any
None.

ITEM 2: ACTION ITEMS

A. Ordinance 25-F Zone Change request from NC-2 to R1 located at approximately 405
W 1850 S; Parcel #03-157-0115; Applicant: Irv Maddox

City Administrator Bob Barnhill provided background on the zone change request,
explaining that the property is adjacent to the Maddox restaurant on Highway 89. The
applicant provided a site plan showing that they want the zone change to apply to two
existing homes on the property. He shared that currently, the property is zoned
Neighborhood Commercial 2 (NC2) and the request is to change to Residential 1 (R1)
zoning, which allows for 10,000 square foot lots.

Mr. Barnhill noted that there are four residential structures on the property, with the two
on the north being the focus of this request. He clarified that the Planning Commission
would only be approving the zone change, not the subdivision layout that was submitted, as
several aspects of that layout would need to be adjusted when a formal subdivision
application is made. He reminded the commission the request is a legislative item and they
would be making a recommendation to the City Council, who would make the final decision.

The request had previously come before the Commission a few months ago, and they had
asked for clarification on the exact area to be changed, which was now provided. Mr.
Barnhill showed the future land use map, which indicated the area was split between
residential to the west and commercial along the highway, with these homes situated on
that border.



Commissioner White asked about the reason for the zone change request. Mr. Barnhill
explained that the property owners want to subdivide the lots, and in order to process a
subdivision for residential properties, they need the appropriate residential zoning to
establish parameters such as setbacks, lot sizes, and frontages. Commissioner Moss added
that this would allow the owners to potentially sell or gift individual homes separately
rather than selling the entire property together.

MOTION: Commissioner Moss made a motion to recommend approval of Ordinance
25-F. Commissioner Kerr seconded the motion.

Roll Call Vote: Commissioner Vaughn, Yes
Commissioner White, Yes
Commissioner Broadhead, Yes
Commissioner Kerr, Yes
Commissioner Moss, Yes
Commissioner Thompson, Yes
Commissioner Wager, Absent

Motion Approved. 6 Yes, 0 No

B. Public Hearing: Ordinance 25-M Zone Change Request from NC3 to R 1/3 located at
989 W 3450 S; Parcel #02-077-0006; Applicant: Nathan Erickson

Mr. Barnhill presented the zone change request for a property at the south end of Perry City
on Highway 89, near 3450 South. He shared that the property is a flag lot with an accessory
building in the back and a driveway that comes up from the front. It was part of an
approved subdivision from many years ago.

He explained that the current zoning is Neighborhood Commercial 3 (NC3), which the city's
general plan has directed to move away from as it has very few permitted uses. Mr. Barnhill
explained that the NC3 zoning essentially tells property owners to request a zone change
that fits their intended use. The applicant is requesting R1/3 zoning, which is similar to R1
but requires a third-acre lot instead of a quarter-acre.

He shared that the property owner would like to convert the existing accessory building
into a residence, which requires residential zoning instead of commercial zoning. The
property has access to water but not sewer, so it would need to use a septic system, which
the city engineer determined was feasible given the property's location.

Commissioner Kerr raised concerns about access, noting that the flag lot appears to also
serve as access for two other residential properties in front of it. Nathan Erickson,
representing the property owner (his father Wallace Erickson), explained that the property
to the left is a fourplex with only the top two units finished, while the property on the right
has storage units and a two-car garage. He confirmed that they had water connected to their
building and approval for septic installation.



Commissioner Kerr recommended that they get an access agreement in writing to secure
everyone's right to access their properties in case of future conflicts.

The public hearing was opened at 7:16PM.
No public comments were made.

The public hearing was closed at 7:17PM.

MOTION: Commissioner Kerr made a motion to recommend approval of Ordinance
25-M. Commissioner Moss seconded the motion.

Roll Call Vote: Commissioner Vaughn, Yes
Commissioner White, Yes
Commissioner Broadhead, Yes
Commissioner Kerr, Yes
Commissioner Moss, Yes
Commissioner Thompson, Yes
Commissioner Wager, Absent

Motion Approved. 6 Yes, 0 No

C. Public Hearing: Ordinance 25-N Zone Change Request to add Development Overlay
Zone located at 910 W 1600 N & 950 W 1600 N; Parcel #03-236-0026 & #03-236-
0027; Applicant: Jeremy Whittaker

Mr. Barnhill presented information about two adjacent properties totaling about 4.5 acres
located on the north end of the city at Pointe Perry, near the I-15 interchange. The properties
are currently zoned Interstate Commercial (IC), which allows for retail or office commercial
uses.

Unlike previous requests for manufacturing/industrial zoning, this application proposes
keeping the underlying IC zone but adding a development agreement to allow storage units,
which aren't typically permitted in the IC zone. Mr. Barnhill showed the applicant's site plan,
which included a car wash and two restaurant parcels in the front portion of the property, with
storage units in the back. He noted that the front commercial portion could be built today under
current zoning, but the development agreement would be needed specifically for the storage
units.

Mr. Barnhill expressed several concerns with the applicant's submitted development agreement
document:
o [treferenced what the developer "intends" to do rather than contractual "shall”
language
e [t placed requirements on the city such as recording plats within 30 days of submission
e [tmentioned I-15 signage without specifying location or details



e [trequired the city to hold special meetings to accommodate developer timelines
e The surfacing material for the development wasn't specified

e The landscaping details were vague

o The building placement with parking in front contradicted city code preferences

He also noted concerns with the proposed phasing, which would build storage units first (within 24
months), followed by the car wash (36 months), and then the restaurant pads (48 and 60 months
respectively). This phasing appeared to prioritize the less desirable component first, with no
guarantees that the more desirable commercial development would follow.

The commission discussed several concerns:

Commissioner Moss pointed out that they had previously turned down a similar request for
storage units on this property

Questions arose about whether restaurants would be interested in leasing rather than
owning their buildings

Commissioner White expressed concern that the agreement primarily benefited the
developer without clear benefits to the city

The Commission noted access and safety issues with the phasing plan as proposed

There were questions about how the drive-throughs would work if built a year apart

The public hearing was opened at 7:29PM.
No public comments were made.

The public hearing was closed at 7:29PM.

The commission agreed they had numerous questions for the applicant, who had requested the
item be tabled until the next meeting. They asked Mr. Barnhill to relay their concerns to the
applicant, including:

The need to better align with city code

Provide specific landscaping design details

Use the city's development agreement template
Clarify signage details

Specify surface materials

Reconsider the phasing plan

ITEM 3: APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES

A. June 5, 2025, Regular Planning Meeting

Commissioner Kerr and Commissioner Thompson pointed out some changes that were
needed on lines 10, 121 and 214 of the June 5, 2025 minutes.

MOTION: Commissioner Broadhead made a motion to approve the minutes with the
noted corrections for the June 5, 2025, Planning Commission meeting.
Commissioner Moss seconded the motion.

Roll Call Vote: Commissioner Vaughn, Yes
Commissioner White, Yes



Commissioner Broadhead, Yes
Commissioner Kerr, Yes
Commissioner Moss, Yes
Commissioner Thompson, Yes
Commissioner Wager, Absent

Motion Approved. 6 Yes, 0 No

ITEM 4: DISCUSSION

A. Future Projects

Mr. Barnhill mentioned he was working on code amendments required by the state, though
they were "perpetually on the back burner." These would include adjustments to parking
requirements and changes to how parcels and lots in subdivisions are amended, combined,
or split. He anticipated bringing these to the commission at some point in the future.

B. Report on past-approved Planning Commission Items
Nothing to report.

C. Report from Commissioners regarding previous Council Meetings
Mr. Barnhill noted that the last council meeting wasn't particularly noteworthy, with the
main action being approval of the budget in June for the fiscal year that started July 1.

D. Make assignments for representative(s) to attend City Council (August 14th and
28th)

The commission made the following assignments for upcoming city council meetings:
e August 14, 2025: Commissioner Moss
e August 28, 2025: Commissioner White

ITEM 5: TRAINING

A. Staff
Planning Commission Attorney Chris Crockett provided the first part of a two-part training on
development agreements. He explained that next month, Charlie Ewer (who had previously given
a Night Sky presentation) would join them to provide concrete examples of development
agreements from Weber County.

Mr. Crockett discussed the difference between legislative and administrative development
agreements. He explained that most development agreements are legislative because they waive
or modify existing land use regulations, while administrative agreements implement existing
regulations without modification.
Key points from the training included:
e Development agreements typically run simultaneously with ordinance changes
e They cannot limit a land use authority's ability to modify code in the future
e They cannot require a municipality to change zoning designations in the future
e Typical items included in development agreements are height exemptions, parking
modifications, setback exceptions, density bonuses, and zone changes
e There are ongoing legal debates about how far cities can go in negotiating benefits through
development agreements



Commissioner Moss asked about examples of creative benefits cities could negotiate for that
don't consume developers' land space. Mr. Crockett mentioned requirements for specific building
materials, fencing standards, and solar requirements as examples.
Commissioner White asked about limits to what cities can request in development agreements.
Mr. Crockett explained that while there are legal boundaries, developers always have the option
to develop under existing code if they feel demands are excessive.
The Commission discussed how they sometimes feel they don't ask for enough in return when
granting concessions to developers. Mr. Crockett suggested that a good sign of a balanced
agreement is when "nobody is walking away with everything they want."
ITEM 6: REVIEW NEXT ADGENDA AND ADJOURN
A. Items for September agenda (next meeting September 4, 2025)
Mr. Barnhill indicated that the September meeting would include the tabled development
agreement item and likely a Highway 89 master plan for recommendation to the City Council.
B. Motion to Adjourn
Motion: Commissioner Moss made a motion to adjourn the meeting.

All In Favor

The meeting was adjourned at 8:06PM.



