
 

 

PERRY CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
PERRY CITY OFFICES 
September 4, 2025       7:00 PM 
 
 
 
COMMISSIONERS PRESENT:  Chairman Ryan Vaughn,  Commissioner Blake Broadhead, 

Commissioner Jan Kerr, Commissioner Beth Thompson 
(online until 7:32PM) and Commissioner Stephen Moss  

 
 

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT:  Commissioner Marcus Wager and Vice-Chairman Paul White 
 
CITY STAFF PRESENT:  City Administrator Bob Barnhill, Planning Secretary Tyra 

Bischoff,  Deputy Recorder Misty Moesser and Attorney Chris 
Crockett 

 
OTHERS PRESENT:  Mark Fletcher, Jeremy Whittaker, and Charlie Ewert 
 
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-N Zone Change Request to Add Development Overlay Zone located at 

910 S 1600 W & 950 S 1600 W Parcel #s 03-236-0026 & 03-236-0027, Applicant: 
Jeremy Whittaker  
 
City Administrator Bob Barnhill presented the background for the development overlay 
request noting that the two lots are currently zoned interstate commercial (IC) and are 
located in the Pointe Perry area near the freeway interchange. He noted that this item had 
previously been reviewed and tabled at the applicant's request, with feedback provided by 
the Commission at that time. Mr. Barnhill indicated he had forwarded the applicants’ email 
with their previous site plan and comments to commissioners but had not received any 
other updates regarding the development agreement or other questions raised previously. 

Mark Fletcher, the property owner, addressed the Commission. He explained his role in the 
development, noting he would be subordinating the land to the new development team. He 
stated that their plan is to develop all improvements at once, which requires approximately 
20,000 yards (30,000 tons) of fill on the site due to a significant drop from the curb and 
gutter to the natural elevation. 

Mr. Fletcher explained that the development agreement structured by Jeremy Whittaker 
and his team would have all infrastructure completed at once—curb, gutter, road, fill—with 
two pad sites intended for sale or build-to-suit. He noted they were willing to relocate 



 

 

buildings if the city preferred different locations and would extend landscape areas into 
retention pond areas for better aesthetics. He emphasized they had spent considerable time 
designing the drive-through operations to attract national brands. 

Commissioner Kerr asked about the timing for developing the front portion of the property 
that would benefit the city. Mr. Fletcher explained that their plan included completing all 
infrastructure work at once, with the pad sites ready for development, but acknowledged 
they don't have businesses lined up yet for those sites. He noted that the development 
agreement proposed a timeline of 24 months after zoning approval for storage units, 36 
months for the car wash, 48 months for pad site 1, and 60 months for pad site 2. 

Commissioners questioned what the specific benefit would be for the storage units, noting 
that the current zoning already allows for the restaurants and car wash. 

Mr. Fletcher responded that the development would generate tax revenue, create jobs, and 
potentially spur further development in the area, with infrastructure costs exceeding one 
million dollars.  

Several commissioners expressed concerns about approving the storage units without 
ensuring the commercial/retail portion would be completed first. Commissioner Moss 
acknowledged that while the five-year timeline wasn't a major concern for him, he wanted 
assurances the project would be completed, rather than leaving a vacant lot. 

Mr. Barnhill noted there were still concerns about the development agreement text, 
including several provisions that would be legally concerning for the city. He mentioned 
that the current proposed development agreement would not cover many of the details 
discussed, such as landscaping and compliance with city code. 

The Commission determined they needed more time to review the full development 
agreement. 

 

MOTION: Commissioner Kerr made a motion to table Ordinance 25-N. Commissioner 
Broadhead seconded the motion. 

 
Roll Call Vote:  Commissioner Vaughn, Yes 

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

Motion Approved. 5 Yes, 0 No 
 
 

B. Public Hearing: Ordinance 25-P Adopting the Highway 89 Transportation Plan as an 
Element of the General Plan; Severability; and Effective Date 
 
Mr. Barnhill presented the Highway 89 Transportation Plan, explaining that the city 
received grant monies from Wasatch Front Regional Council and UDOT to develop this 
master plan. He candidly expressed that while he felt the consultant "dropped the ball" on 
the project and didn't fulfill what was in the original proposal, he still believed it was worth 



 

 

adopting so the city would have something to reference when development occurs along the 
highway. 
 
Mr. Barnhill displayed the plan view of the entire corridor, noting this was something he 
had to push hard to get included. He explained that while the document lacked some of the 
detailed illustrations and cross-sections originally requested, it still provided useful 
parameters such as sidewalk width, shoulder width, and median designs. 
 
He highlighted several features of the plan, including proposed medians near Perry Park 
and City Hall designed to limit dangerous maneuvers while looking nicer than just concrete 
curbs. The plan also identified potential pedestrian crossings and showed a significant 
intersection that could become a future traffic light connecting to Commerce Way by 
Walmart. 
 
Commissioner Kerr noted her appreciation for the pedestrian crossing planned across from 
Heritage Theater. Mr. Barnhill explained that medians were designed with consideration for 
balancing safety with the need for left turns in key areas. 
 
The public hearing was opened at 7:48PM. 
 
No public comments were made. 
 
The public hearing was closed at 7:48PM. 
 

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

 

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

 
Motion Approved. 4 Yes, 0 No 

 
 
 

 
 
ITEM 3: APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 

 
A.  August 7, 2025, Regular Planning Meeting  
 

MOTION: Commissioner Broadhead made a motion to approve the minutes for the 
August 7, 2025, Planning Commission meeting. Commissioner Moss seconded the 
motion. 



 

 

 
Roll Call Vote:  Roll Call Vote:   

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

 
Motion Approved. 4 Yes, 0 No 

 
 
ITEM 4: DISCUSSION 

  
A.  Future Projects 
Mr. Barnhill mentioned he had several ordinance amendments on the back burner related 
to legislative updates that he hoped to bring forward soon. 
 
B. Report on past-approved Planning Commission Items 
Mr. Barnhill reported that the two zone changes recommended for approval at the 
previous meeting; the Maddox property zone change around two homes and a zone 
change on the south end of the city, were both approved by the City Council. 

 
C. Report from Commissioners regarding previous Council Meetings 

None 
 
D. Make assignments for representative(s) to attend City Council (September 11 and 

25th) 
The commission made the following assignments for upcoming city council meetings: 

• September 11, 2025: likely to be cancelled 
• September 25, 2025: None 

  
ITEM 5: TRAINING 

 
A.   Staff  

Charlie Ewert, principal planner for Weber County, and Attorney Chris Crockett provided training 
on development agreements. Mr. Ewert explained key concepts including: 
• The importance of equitable consideration in development agreements, where both parties 

must benefit 
• The distinction between administrative and legislative development agreements 
• How development agreements can implement alternative rules but must still comply with 

state code 
• The importance of negotiating from a position of leverage 
• The value of clear timelines and triggers for phased development 
• The need to specify vesting rights 

 
Mr. Ewert shared examples from Weber County's experiences with large developments and 
stressed the importance of securing amenities either upfront or at commensurate levels through 



 

 

each development phase to avoid situations where developers complete profitable portions but 
abandon promised community benefits. 
 
Mr. Crockett emphasized the importance of establishing a good working relationship between the 
Planning Commission and City Council to prevent developers from bypassing the Planning 
Commission process. 
 

ITEM 6: REVIEW NEXT ADGENDA AND ADJOURN 
 

A. Items for October agenda (next meeting October 2, 2025) 
 

Mr. Barnhill noted that the tabled zone change request from Item 2A would be on the October 
agenda. 
 
B. Motion to Adjourn 

 
 
Motion: Commissioner Moss made a motion to adjourn the meeting.  
 
All In Favor  

 
C. The meeting was adjourned at 8:44PM. 


