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CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 
 

Wednesday, March 25, 2026 
 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Herriman City Council shall assemble for a  
meeting in the City Council Chambers, located at 

5355 WEST HERRIMAN MAIN STREET, HERRIMAN, UTAH 
  
 

5:30 PM – WORK MEETING: (Fort Herriman Conference Room)  
 

1. Council Business 
   

1.1. 
   
Review of this Evening’s Agenda 

   
1.2. 

   
Future Agenda Items 

   
1.3. 

   
Council discussion of future citizen recognitions 

 

 

2. Administrative Reports 
   

2.1. 
   
Discussion of the department requested fiscal year 2027 and 2028 budgets for 
Public Safety (Police, Animal Services, Community Services, Emergency 
Management, and Crossing Guards) – Kyle Maurer, Director of Finance and 
Administrative Services 

   
2.2. 

   
City Status Report: February 2026 – Trevor Ram, Assistant to the City 
Manager 

 
 

3. Adjournment  
 

 
7:00 PM – GENERAL MEETING:  

 

4. Call to Order 
   

4.1. 
   
Invocation/Thought/Reading and Pledge of Allegiance 
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4.2. City Council Comments and Recognitions 
 

 

5. Public Comment 
Audience members may bring any item within the City’s purview to the City Council’s 
attention. Comments will be limited to two minutes. State Law prohibits the Council 
from acting on items that do not appear on the agenda. Public comments for this 
meeting will also be conducted electronically. Any person interested in addressing the 
Council may submit a comment by emailing recorder@herriman.gov or by visiting 
Herriman.gov/agendas-and-minutes, where there is a link to fill out an online public 
comment form. Your statement will be incorporated into the public record. 

  
 

6. City Council Reports 
   

6.1. 
   
Councilmember Jared Henderson 

   
6.2. 

   
Councilmember Teddy Hodges 

   
6.3. 

   
Councilmember Matt Basham 

   
6.4. 

   
Councilmember Terrah Anderson 

 
 

7. Mayor Report  
 

8. Reports, Presentations and Appointments  
   

8.1. 
   
UFA 2025 Annual Report – Division Chief Anthony Widdison 

 

 

9. Public Hearing 
   

9.1. 
   
Public Hearing and consideration of an ordinance to approve the updated 
Transportation Master Plan, Impact Fee Facility Plan, Impact Fee Analysis, and 
an Impact Fee Enactment that would impose a Transportation Impact Fee 
– Bryce Terry, City Engineer 

 

 

10. Consent Agenda 
   

10.1. 
   
Approval of the 2026 Arbor Day Proclamation 

   
10.2. 

   
Accounting of Recently Approved Change Orders 

   
10.3. 

   
Approval of the February 25, 2026 City Council meeting minutes 

   
10.4. 

   
Approval of an Ordinance to Amend Section 4-2-3, of the Herriman City 
Code regarding Firework Discharge Restrictions and Adopting an updated 
Restriction Map 
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11. Discussion and Action Items 
   

11.1. 
   
Discussion regarding the results of the Community Meeting on the Intersection 
of Herriman Rose Blvd & Herriman Main St – Bryce Terry, City Engineer 

   
11.2. 

   
Discussion Regarding the Results of the Community Meeting Regarding a 
Petition to Vacate the Trail near Rose Creek Estates Subdivision  – Bryce 
Terry, City Engineer 

 
   

11.3. 
   
Discussion and consideration of an ordinance amending Chapter 6-6 of the 
Herriman City Code relating to the Parking Permit Program – Wendy Thomas, 
Assistant City Manager 

   
11.4. 

   
Discussion and consideration to approve the Herriman Parks Mowing 
Contract – Anthony Teuscher, Deputy Director of Parks, Recreation and 
Events 

   
11.5. 

   
Discussion and consideration of an amendment to the DAI and Wasatch South 
Hills Water Infrastructure Reimbursement Agreement – Justun Edwards, 
Public Works Director 

   
11.6. 

   
Review and consider a recommendation to amend the Herriman City Official 
Zoning Map from OP Office Professional to C-1 Commercial for ±0.97 acres of 
property located generally at 6319 W 13400 South (City File No. Z2026-004) 
– Michael Maloy, City Planner 
  

 
 

12. Future Meetings 
   

12.1. 
   
Next Planning Meeting: April 1, 2026 

   
12.2. 

   
Next City Council Meeting: April 8, 2026 

 

 

13. Closed Session 
The Herriman City Council may temporarily recess the City Council meeting to 
convene in a closed session to discuss the character, professional competence, or 
physical or mental health of an individual, pending or reasonable imminent litigation, 
and the purchase, exchange, or lease of real property, as provided by Utah Code 
Annotated §52-4-205 
   

 

14. Adjournment  
 

15. Recommence to Work Meeting (If Needed)  
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In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Herriman City will make reasonable accommodation for participation in the meeting. 

Request assistance by contacting Herriman City at (801) 446-5323 and provide at least 48 hours advance notice of the meeting. 

 

ELECTRONIC PARTICIPATION: Members of the City Council may participate electronically via telephone, Skype, or other electronic means 

during this meeting. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT POLICY AND PROCEDURE: The purpose of public comment is to allow citizens to address items on the agenda. 

Citizens requesting to address the Council will be asked to complete a written comment form and present it to the City Recorder. In general, 

the chair will allow an individual two minutes to address the Council. A spokesperson, recognized as representing a group in attendance, 

may be allowed up to five minutes. At the conclusion of the citizen comment time, the chair may direct staff to assist the citizen on the 

issue presented; direct the citizen to the proper administrative department(s); or take no action. This policy also applies to all public 

hearings. Citizens may also submit written requests (outlining their issue) for an item to be considered at a future council meeting. The 

chair may place the item on the agenda under citizen comments; direct staff to assist the citizen; direct the citizen to the proper 

administrative departments; or take no action. 

 

I, Jackie Nostrom, certify the foregoing agenda was emailed to at least one newspaper of general circulation within the geographic 

jurisdiction of the public body, at the principal office of the public body, on the Utah State Public Notice website 

www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html and on Herriman City’s website at www.herriman.gov  Posted and dated this 19th day of March, 2026. /s/ 

Jackie Nostrom, City Recorder 
 
 



 

DATE: March 16, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Kyle Maurer, Director of Finance and Administrative Services

SUBJECT: Discussion of the department requested fiscal year 2027 and 2028 budgets for 
Public Safety (Police, Animal Services, Community Services, Emergency 
Management, and Crossing Guards)

RECOMMENDATION: 
N/A – This is for discussion only

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
N/A – This is for discussion only

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN: 
LV 2 – Quality Public Safety | LV 7 – Ensure Fiscal Sustainability Within All City Functions 

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY: 
Staff will present the fiscal year 2027 and 2028 department requested budgets for Public Safety.

DISCUSSION: 
Police Department (HCSEA Funded)
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The Human Resources department is recommending several market adjustments for fiscal year 
2027, including:

• Police Chief – Move salary range to midpoint of comparable agencies - $12,400. (This 
change impacts the range for the Chief’s position.  It is unclear if this will result in 
additional cost until a new chief is selected.)

• Police Commanders and Deputy Police Chief – Alleviate salary compression with the 
Sergeants – 5% increase

• Two civilian positions that are out of market – 5% to 7% increase

These adjustments, along with other requested personnel adjustments, are as follows:

FY2027
Personnel Increase Type Amount % of Expenditure Increase
Step $144,006 12%
COLA 224,253 19%
Merit 5,698 0.5%
Market 47,616 4%
TOTAL INCREASE $421,573 36%

FY2028
Personnel Increase Type Amount % of Expenditure Increase
Step $123,345 15%
COLA 284,148 35%
Merit 6,973 0.8%
TOTAL INCREASE $414,466 50%

Approximately $62,000 of the requested overtime increase is for reimbursable overtime (the total 
overtime increase request is $111,600, or 9% of the overall increase request). Homeland Security 
Task Force overtime was doubled from its previous allocation as a second task force was added 
to that operation. Several of the overtime line items were not increased in the last biennial budget 
but need to be increased due to officer wage increases.

Operating
Clothing and Uniforms requested increase is $23,000 (25%) due to the clothing and uniform 
allowance not increasing in several years, along with the increase in personnel.

Currently the Dispatch line is budgeted to increase $60,250 (a 15% increase, or 5% of the total 
department increase). An additional 11% increase is requested for fiscal year 2028. Fiscal year 
2027 was based on preliminary figures provided by our dispatch provider.

In fiscal year 2027, the Transfer Out of $168,000 is for Commander and Sergeant vehicles for 
the proposed new allocations. In fiscal year 2028, the transfer of $164,000 constitutes the 
following:

 

7    







City Council
Page 6

Fiscal impacts are dependent on the final budgets adopted by the City Council

ATTACHMENTS: 
Growth Silo Personnel Justification
Detailed Budgets
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Troy D. Carr
Chief of Police

Cody Stromberg
Deputy Chief of Police

Zach Adams
Special Services Commander

Brent Adamson
Operations Commander

  HERRIMAN CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT
          5355 West Herriman Main Street Suite 1300                Herriman, Utah 84096                  801-858-0035                  www.herrimanpd.org

January 29, 2026

To:  Nathan Cherpeski, City Manager
From:  HPD Command Staff
Re:  HPD Growth Silo Personnel Request – FY27 & FY28

Pursuant to the Council’s adopted Public Safety Growth Silo Model, HPD is requesting the following 
personnel allocations be added using restricted new growth fund balance within the HCSEA:

FY27 – One (1) sworn Commander and one (1) sworn Sergeant

FY28 – One (1) sworn Officer

FY27

The department is comprised of three divisions, each headed by a Division Commander.  Currently, the 
Deputy Chief served concurrently as the Administration Division Commander.  Over the past several 
years, the department has taken on additional operational functions (Animal Services, Community 
Services, Emergency Management, and Crossing Guards).

The proposed Commander allocation would be assigned as the Administration Division Commander.  
The responsibilities for supervision and operations of the Community Services Unit (incorporating 
Animal Services, Code Enforcement, Parking Enforcement, and the Administrative Law Judge processes) 
would be reassigned from the Operations Division to the Administration Division.  These functions were 
absorbed by the Operations Division Commander as the Community Services Unit was developed and 
have demanded a significant amount of personnel time and attention.

Following the restructuring of Herriman City’s Emergency Management program, the Operations 
Division Commander was assigned as the City’s designated Emergency Manager.  This proposal seeks to 
incorporate the responsibilities of Emergency Management into the job duties of the new Commander.  
The addition of a new Commander allocation will allow the City to both consolidate and expand on 
operational and strategic planning functions that are critical to Emergency Management, including public 
outreach, anticipated additional focus on fire mitigation and prevention efforts, particularly in the south 
mountain urban interface area, and updating the many required documents and plans.

As the Administration Division Commander, the Deputy Chief is currently responsible for the 
management of internal affairs investigations, planning and execution of department training, operational 
budgeting and purchasing, and projects related to technology.  Those responsibilities will also be shifted 
to the new Commander.  The Deputy Chief will be moved to the Office of the Chief and will primarily be 
responsible for data/analytics, capital projects, long-term strategic planning, and leadership development 
within the department.
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Troy D. Carr
Chief of Police

Cody Stromberg
Deputy Chief of Police

Zach Adams
Special Services Commander

Brent Adamson
Operations Commander

  HERRIMAN CITY POLICE DEPARTMENT
          5355 West Herriman Main Street Suite 1300                Herriman, Utah 84096                  801-858-0035                  www.herrimanpd.org

As the new Commander will have responsibilities associated with law enforcement operations, general 
fund operations, and fire operations, the department proposes that funding for this position be allocated 
from the HCSEA at 40%, from the General Fund at 35%, and from the HCFSA at 25%.

The sworn Sergeant allocation is associated with Growth Silo 3.1 under Investigations.  The primary 
metric for growth in 3.1 is the total number of cases assigned per detective per month.  Although 
caseloads continue to increase, this metric has not been triggered for calendar year 2025.  However, there 
are some nuances with supervision within the unit that necessitate this change, primarily related to 
supervisory responsibilities with the addition of the Special Enforcement Team.  Our SET detectives are 
engaged in proactive crime suppression efforts and operations throughout the south end of Salt Lake 
County, in partnership with our participating agencies.  The nature of these operations can create 
substantial liability for a department, if not properly supervised.  The requested sergeant allocation in 
investigations is necessary to balance the supervisory responsibilities between persons and property crime 
and provide needed oversight for the SET detectives and other task force operations.  The adopted 
Growth Silo Model in its initial form does not contemplate supervisory structure and management 
oversight within the department.  Supervisory span of control is one of the most critical areas in law 
enforcement for the mitigation of liability.  An updated draft of the Growth Silo Model is being developed 
and will incorporate leadership structure and supervision needs.

 

FY28

The personnel request for FY28 is for one (1) sworn officer allocation per the GS 2.1 trigger (60% of 
Priority 1 call response times less than 6 minutes).  The current 60th percentile of Priority 1 call response 
times is 6 minutes 40 seconds.  We do anticipate this metric will continue to trend upward.  One 
allocation was added in FY25 for a peak time deployment unit to begin to address both peak time call 
volume and Priority 1 call response times.  However, due to turnover and other staffing challenges 
(extended leave time, disciplinary issues), the amount of time this position has been filled with regularity 
is insufficient to provide accurate data on whether the allocation of resources in FY25 can address the 
trigger.  Although the trigger has been met, the request for this allocation is included in FY28 instead of 
FY27 to give the department time to gather more accurate data prior to committing to the expenditure of 
new growth funds.  If the Priority 1 call response times metric continues its current upward trend, the 
department does anticipate a potential request for a second sworn officer allocation in FY28.  The 
department will bring this issue back to the City Manager for discussion in FY27 once additional data is 
available.  

Respectfully submitted,

HPD Command Staff
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DATE: March 12, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Trevor Ram

SUBJECT:  City Status Report – February 2026

RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommend accepting the City Status Report.

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
Should the City Council accept the City Status Report for February 2026?

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN: 
CE 2 – Promote trust in government

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY: 
This is the City Status Report for February 2026.

DISCUSSION: 
Attached is the City Status Report for February 2026.

ALTERNATIVES: 
1) City Council accepts the City Status Report (recommended).
2) City Council requests additional information.
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DATE: March 11, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Anthony Widdison

SUBJECT:  UFA 2025 Annual Report – Division Chief Anthony Widdison

RECOMMENDATION: 
Presentation only.

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
Presentation only.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN: 
ES 2 – Quality public safety

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY: 
UFA Division Chief will present the UFA 2025 Annual Report to the Mayor and City Council. 

DISCUSSION: 
Presentation only.

ALTERNATIVES: 
Presentation only.
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DATE: March 10, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Bryce Terry, City Engineer

SUBJECT:  Consideration to Adopt and Enact an updated Transportation Master Plan, Impact 
Fee Facility Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends that the City Council take the following actions:
• Adopt the proposed Transportation Master Plan 
• Adopt the proposed Impact Fee Facility Plan
• Adopt the proposed Impact Fee Analysis
• Enact the new Transportation Impact Fees as presented in the Impact Fee Analysis

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
The Council is asked to consider adopting and enacting the final draft of the Transportation 
Master Plan, Impact Fee Facility Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis. 

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN: 
ES 8.1.1 – Master plans and impact fee analyses updates

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY: 
Herriman City continues to experience rapid growth, with an estimated population of over 
65,000 in 2025 and projections of approximately 115,000 by 2050. This growth requires an 
updated transportation planning framework to ensure an efficient, connected, and sustainable 
network.
The TMP update began in early 2025, led by Wall Consultant Group (WCG). The plan 
incorporates information from the City’s General Plan (Herriman NEXT), regional transportation 
plans, and community input gathered through public events and surveys, including outreach 
conducted at Herriman Towne Days.
The TMP project website, which includes maps, project lists, model results, and additional 
reference materials, is available at: 

o https://arcg.is/eyvSi1
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The draft TMP has been reviewed in previous City Council Work meetings and the current draft 
was recommended by Planning Commission for adoption (6-0). With the Council’s previous 
feedback and Commission’s feedback incorporated, the document is now ready for formal 
adoption and attached to this report.

DISCUSSION: 
Key highlights of the updated TMP include:

- Population Growth: A projected large increase in population by 2050, with major 
development areas including Olympia, Rosecrest, South Hills, and Panorama.

- Roadway Projects: 36 Phase 1 projects (2025–2034), including widening 11800 South 
and 12600 South, and major new connections such as Herriman Boulevard and Real 
Vista Drive.

- Intersection Improvements: 27 Phase 1 intersection projects, including signals at SR-
111/11800 South and Herriman Boulevard/Olympia Boulevard.

- Transit Enhancements: Increased frequency on UTA Route 126 and a proposed park-
and-ride at Porter Rockwell Boulevard.

- Active Transportation Network: Expansion to over 100 miles of bike lanes and paved 
paths, including priority projects on Rosecrest Road and 11800 South.

- Safety & Connectivity: Implementation of WFRC’s CSAP recommendations, traffic 
calming, and improved crossings over the Welby Jacobs Canal.

Impact Fee Analysis:
The updated Impact Fee Analysis shows that Herriman’s transportation impact fees will be 
reduced by approximately 30% from current rates. This reduction is driven by Public 
Infrastructure Districts in the South Hills and Panorama areas now constructing major roadway 
improvements previously included in the City’s impact‑fee‑eligible project list, and by recent 
State legislation transferring responsibility for widening 12600 South to UDOT. With these costs 
removed and growth projections refined, the City’s overall eligible project cost and associated 
fee calculation have decreased. As a result, projected impact fee revenue will also be lower, 
requiring staff to adjust the Capital Improvement Plan by deferring or phasing certain projects to 
reflect the more limited funding available. Despite these constraints, the reduced fee structure 
positions Herriman as a more attractive option for future economic development, supporting 
long‑term diversification of the City’s tax base.

ALTERNATIVES: 
1. Adopt and Enact Transportation Master Plan, IFFP, and IFA [Staff Recommendation].
2. Proceed with adoption with modifications as directed by the Council
3. Continue the item to a future meeting for additional review.

FISCAL IMPACT:  

The Fiscal Impact of the reduction of Transportation Impact Fees is conveyed in the above 
Discussion Section.

ATTACHMENTS:
The following  Proposed Draft documents are included in the following link : 
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• TMP -  https://herriman-website-files.s3.us-west-
1.amazonaws.com/Herriman+TMP+2026-02-17.pdf

• IFFP - https://herriman-website-files.s3.us-west-
1.amazonaws.com/Herriman+IFFP+2026-02-17+(1).pdf

• IFA - https://herriman-website-files.s3.us-west-
1.amazonaws.com/Herriman+Transportation+IFA+022726.pdf

 

25    



 

DATE: March 06, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Jackie Nostrom | Wendy Thomas

SUBJECT:  Approval of the 2026 Arbor Day Proclamation

RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council approve and adopt the 2026 Arbor Day Proclamation, 
designating the last Friday in April as Arbor Day.

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
Would the Council like to adopt the 2026 Arbor Day Proclamation?

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN: 
CE 4 – Sense of community | ES 3 – Natural resources, parks, trails, and amenities

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY: 
Arbor Day is a long-standing national tradition dating back to 1872, when J. Sterling Morton 
proposed a dedicated day for planting trees. The holiday has since expanded nationwide and 
internationally, encouraging communities to care for and expand their urban forests.

The 2026 Arbor Day Proclamation highlights the significant environmental, economic, and 
social benefits of trees, including: 

• Reducing soil erosion
• Improving air quality
• Moderating temperatures
• Providing habitat for wildlife
• Enhancing community beauty and property values

Adopting the proclamation continues Herriman City’s tradition of recognizing Arbor Day and 
encourages residents to participate in tree-planting activities

DISCUSSION: 
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Approval of this proclamation reinforces Herriman City’s ongoing commitment to environmental 
health and community beautification. The proclamation encourages residents to plant and 
maintain trees that support the long-term well-being of the community.

ALTERNATIVES: 
• Adopt the 2026 Arbor Day Proclamation as presented
• Request revisions to the proclamation
• Decline to adopt the proclamation

ATTACHMENTS: 
2026 Arbor Day Proclamation
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S T A F F  R E P O R T

DATE: March 19, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Justun Edwards, Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Accounting of Recently Approved Change Orders

RECOMMENDATION:
No action required; this report is for information only.

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
No action required; this report is for information only.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN:
LV 4.2.4 – Fire station 103/Animal Services- 
Occupy the new station in 2027 and transition the existing facility into an animal services 
facility. 
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BACKGROUND/SUMMARY:
The Engineering and Public Works Departments manage the construction of capital projects 
for the City. Occasionally, unforeseen conditions require amendments to construction 
contracts. In such cases, staff reviews and approves change orders before contractors 
proceed.

Per City policy, staff must notify the Council of any change order—or series of change 
orders—that exceeds $50,000. This report summarizes recently approved change orders.

DISCUSSION:
The project has approved the following change orders:

PCCO #1 Footing & Foundation Adjustments ($20,118.23) 
As the contractor was preparing footings and foundations, they noticed an issue with the 
depth of footings compared to finished grade (bottom of footing too shallow). This 
required additional excavation, rebar, and concrete to cure the issue.

PCCO #2 SCBA Breathing Air Pump Electrical ($2,960.76) 
The required power connection for the SCBA pump was identified on the architectural 
sheets but not identified on the mechanical drawings with appropriate details. The change 
order is to install the conduit, updated panelboard, and power for the SCBA pump. 

PCCO #3 Installation of Additional Storm Drain Infrastructure ($9,425.03) 
As the site grading was occurring, the contractor identified a potential issue with final 
grade and slopes in the northeast corner of the site near the dumpster and generator pad. 
The grade is fairly flat with minimal slope to properly convey runoff to an inlet box. This 
change order will install an additional curb inlet box and approximately 55 LF of pipe to 
connect to the adjacent inlet box.

PCCO #4 Underground of Overhead Power ($87,912.22) 
This proposed addition will install the conduit, boxes, and pads ahead of RMP removing 
the poles and existing infrastructure, installing conductors, transformers, etc. 
The developer of the adjacent property has agreed to share the cost for the portion along 
with their property. Now that we have the costs, we will work to develop a reimbursement 
agreement. 
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PCCO #5 Traffic Control Signal- Installation of Conduit and Junction Boxes 
($32,403.98) – (Approved)- The cost of this proposed addition represents the conduits 
and junction boxes from the fire station to the intersection of 12900 S Rosecrest. These 
conduits will allow the installation of power and control wires for the traffic control 
signal. 

PCCO #6 Storage Shed Mechanical and Electrical Additions ($13,211.19)
The original shed did not include ventilation or appropriate lighting. This change order 
includes the cost to install a ventilation fan in the roof, louver, lighting, and associated 
electrical. This was an oversight in the original design and was not included in the bid.

PCCO #7 Flag Pole Adjustments ($2,740.41 – Credit)
The specifications called for a double truck pulley system that would allow 2 flags to be 
hung on each pole. Two flags on each pole is not needed or desired and will be switched 
to a single truck system which are cheaper providing a credit. 

PCCO #8 Winter Conditions (December & January) ($10,467.44)
We did not include winter conditions in the original bid because we did not want the cost 
of materials to include upcharges, or unit rates to be inflated unnecessarily. With the mild 
winter, this is proving to be beneficial. This change order includes the cost of space 
heaters and concrete blankets for December and January. 
December costs- $3,513
January costs- $5,499, 
Overhead & insurance- $1,455.44
Total- $10,467.44

PCCO #9 Electrical Circuit 9 Upgrade ($395.42)
This change order is the increased cost to upsize the generator block heater electrical wire 
from #12 to #8, per the actual block heater load requirements and distance from power 
source. 

PCCO #10 Mobile Storage Locker Upsize ($822.34)
The mobile storage lockers in the design were drawn to the correct dimensions (24” wide), 
but the callout note on the plans called for 18” wide lockers which was bid by the 
contractor. UFA was asked if the lockers could remain 18” wide, and due to the size of the 
equipment and items stored in the lockers, 24” wide lockers are needed. 
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FISCAL IMPACT:

The project’s contingency budget can absorb these change order costs while maintaining 
sufficient funds to complete the work. A detailed change order log is attached.
Project Budget

ALTERNATIVES:
N/A

ATTACHMENTS:

• Project Change Order Log – Fire Station 103 Replacement

FY26 Project Budget 7,945,340.00$
Original Construction Contract 6,850,600.00$
Approved COs 152,820.22$   
Proposed COs 22,155.98$     
Other Project Expenditures 586,540.34$   (Permit fees, RMP, Design, Inspection)
Expenditures Paid from FY25 313,743.01$   
Total Cost W/ approved and proposed COs 7,612,116.54$
Remaining Budget 646,966.47$   
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CONSTRUCTION CHANGE ORDER LOG
Project Name Fire Station 103 Replacement Contractor: Kier Construction

Project No. 0048-00 6,850,600.00$          

GL-Codes 24-48-001 & 40-43-003 7,025,576.20$          

24-48-001 FY26 $583,500.00 Overall Project Total 7,612,116.54$          (Includes all COs)

40-43-003 FY26 $7,361,840.00 FY25 Amount Paid 313,743.01$             

FY26 Total $7,945,340.00 586,540.34$             

Contingency Remaining 646,966.47$             

CO # Description Received
Sent for 

Signature
Approved Cost/(Credit)

Cumulative Amount 

to Date

Contingency 

Remaining
Extension

New Completion 

Date

CO1 Conflicts Between Grading & Footing 11/5/2025 11/5/2025 11/5/2025 20,118.23$    20,118.23$                $801,824.44

CO2 Apparatus Bay Pump Station 1/15/2026 1/27/2026 1/27/2026 2,960.76$      23,078.99$                $798,863.68 1 10/7/2026

CO3 Curb Inlet and Storm Drain 2/4/2026 2/5/2026 2/9/2026 9,425.03$      32,504.02$                $789,438.65

CO4 RMP Underground Electrical 1/26/2026 2/5/2026 2/9/2026 87,912.22$    120,416.24$             $701,526.43

CO5 Street Light Infrastructure 1/26/2026 2/5/2026 2/9/2026 32,403.98$    152,820.22$             $669,122.45

CO6 Shed MEP Additions 3/4/2026 3/4/2026 13,211.19$    166,031.41$             $655,911.26

CO7 Flag Pole Double Truck - VE Credit 3/4/2026 3/4/2026 (2,740.41)$    163,291.00$             $658,651.67

CO8 Winter Conditions - Dec. '25 & Jan. '26 3/4/2026 3/4/2026 10,467.44$    173,758.44$             $648,184.23

CO9 Circuit 9 Upgrade 3/4/2026 3/4/2026 395.42$         174,153.86$             $647,788.81

CO10 Mobile Storage Lockers Change to 24" Wide 3/4/2026 3/4/2026 822.34$         174,976.20$             $646,966.47

Original Contract Amount

New Proposed Contract Amount 

Other Expenditures

Dates Time(Calendar Days)
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CITY COUNCIL MINUTES 

 
Wednesday, February 25, 2026 

Awaiting Formal Approval 
 

The following are the minutes of the City Council meeting of the Herriman City Council.  The 
meeting was held on Wednesday, February 25, 2026, at 5:30 p.m. in the Herriman City Council 
Chambers, 5355 West Herriman Main Street, Herriman, Utah.  Adequate notice of this meeting, 
as required by law, was posted in the City Hall, on the City’s website, and delivered to members 
of the Council, media, and interested citizens. 
 
Presiding: Mayor Lorin Palmer 
 
Councilmembers Present: Terrah Anderson, Matt Basham, Jared Henderson, Teddy Hodges 
 
Staff Present:  City Manager Nathan Cherpeski, Assistant City Manager Wendy Thomas, City 
Recorder Jackie Nostrom, Finance Director Kyle Maurer, City Attorney Todd Sheeran, 
Communications Manager Jonathan LaFollette, Police Chief Troy Carr, Deputy Police Chief Cody 
Stromberg, Assistant to the City Manager Trevor Ram, Community Development Director Blake 
Thomas, City Planner Michael Maloy, Public Works Director Justun Edwards, UFA Assistant 
Chief Anthony Widdison, Operations Director Monte Johnson, City Engineer Bryce Terry, Streets 
Manager Eric Didericksen, and HPD Community Services Sergeant Marcus Beckstead.  
 
5:30 PM – WORK MEETING: (Fort Herriman Conference Room) 
1. Council Business 
Mayor Lorin Palmer called meeting to order at 5:31 p.m. 
 

1.1. Review of this Evening’s Agenda 
Mayor Palmer requested that agenda item 2.4 be moved to the beginning of the meeting. The 
Council agreed. 
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1.2. Future Agenda Items 
Councilmember Terrah Anderson discussed incorporating the city’s strategic plan into a future 
discussion. She referenced prior discussions and stated that staff would include a concise report in 
the next council package highlighting three to four priority goals for alignment, including athletic 
conflict financing and resolution of the trash service issue. The intent was to emphasize key 
priorities drawn from the existing comprehensive plan rather than create a new plan. Mayor Palmer 
concurred, noting that clearly defined goals would support consistent communication with 
legislators and the public. 
 
Mayor Palmer provided an update on the ongoing trash service matter, stating that the related bill 
was on the reading calendar and that discussions regarding future service structure were ongoing. 
He emphasized that the Council would need to address key questions about long-term 
arrangements. 
 
Councilmember Jared Henderson provided an update on recent meetings regarding the waste 
management situation. He explained that there had been a follow-up meeting where representatives 
expressed willingness to find a mutual agreement to move forward rather than conducting an RFP 
for a feasibility study. Councilmember Henderson noted representatives indicated they were 
willing to forgo the feasibility study and come to a mutual separation agreement, with flexibility 
on timing to allow waste management to become operational. However, questions remained about 
the division of assets, particularly for taxpayers who have paid into the service district. 
Councilmember Henderson explained that their response about walking away from trash cans and 
handling branding was insufficient, as there are other assets that need consideration, including 
trucks, equipment, buildings, and fund balances. The matter would be brought back to the Council 
for further discussion. 
 
City Manager Nathan Cherpeski added that he had initiated discussions with waste management 
representatives regarding lead times and would continue coordinating on implementation 
timelines. 
 
The Council examined the complexity of asset division. Councilmember Teddy Hodges raised 
concerns about fair valuation, while Councilmember Matt Basham suggested exploring multi-year 
agreements similar to prior service district separations. Councilmember Henderson clarified that, 
unlike previous separations from UFSA, the current situation involved minimal liabilities, though 
recent investments, totaling millions of dollars in new equipment funded by ratepayers, must be 
accounted for. The Council referenced the 2024 study estimating approximately $27 million in 
assets and minimal liabilities, resulting in net assets of about $24 million. The primary challenge 
identified was ensuring an equitable distribution while maintaining the operational viability of the 
remaining service district. 
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1.3. Council discussion of future citizen recognitions 

There was no future citizen recognitions discussed. 
 
2. Administrative Reports 

2.1. Discussion of the proposed fiscal year 2027 and 2028 budgets for Public Works – 
Kyle Maurer, Director of Finance and Administrative Services 

Finance Director Kyle Maurer presented the proposed budgets for the Public Works divisions, 
emphasizing that the figures represented departmental requests rather than staff recommendations. 
Public Works Administration reported only one‑time costs for computer replacements and 
proposed reductions in cell phones, fuel, training, and travel. The Streets Department’s budget 
reflected a $1.5 million decrease in fiscal year 2027 due to reallocating $1.7 million in pavement 
management funds to the Rose Crest Road rehabilitation project under capital projects. The 
department requested increases of $34,000 for sidewalk and right‑of‑way maintenance due to 
aging infrastructure and rising trip hazards, and $35,000 for road improvements outside of 
pavement management. When accounting for the transferred capital project funds, the streets 
budget showed an overall 5.1% increase in fiscal year 2027 and remained relatively flat across 
both fiscal years. Street Signs and Street Lights included increases for fuel, damaged signs, 
electricity, and maintenance driven by new development and new installations by Salt Lake 
County. 
 
Snow Removal and Fleet budgets included a redesigned incentive program costing approximately 
$30,000 to ensure staff availability for snow events, funded partially by savings carried over from 
the prior year. Fleet operations stayed relatively flat aside from typical operating cost adjustments 
and one‑time training expenses in fiscal year 2027. Facilities requested a 2% increase in fiscal year 
2027 and 3% in fiscal year 2028, including $8,000 in repairs and maintenance and $9,000 in 
utilities. The division sought $33,000 in capital funding to replace worn community room carpet 
and anticipated additional costs once the community center opened, including $42,000 for utilities, 
$28,500 for janitorial and pest control, a carpet vacuum purchase in fiscal year 2027, and asphalt 
maintenance in fiscal year 2028. Staff discussed possibly separating the community center into its 
own division to track costs more effectively, particularly because Columbus would be contributing 
to utility expenses. 
 
The Water Department presented significant expenditure increases driven by both operational 
needs and external cost pressures. Revenue projections reflected an 11% increase in charges for 
services, consisting of a 6.5% rate increase and 4.5% growth assumption. Expenditure requests 
included $25,500 for overtime due to increased water main breaks, $47,000 for repairs, $40,000 
for notification and communication software, $78,000 for Division of Drinking Water fees, 
$30,000 for electricity, and substantial increases in water purchase costs from Jordan Valley Water 
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Conservancy District at $1.3 million in fiscal year 2027 and $1 million in fiscal year 2028. Public 
Works Director Justun Edwards explained that premature failures in service lateral materials 
installed roughly 20 years ago were contributing to rising repair costs, consistent with issues seen 
across the county. Overall, the water budget reflected a 13.7% increase in fiscal year 2027, 
exceeding the 6% annual operating increase assumed in the water model. Staff noted that they 
were evaluating possible reductions to bring the budget closer to model expectations, though some 
increases, such as Olympia area block 2 rates, were unavoidable. 
 
The Council discussed state legislation proposing to require water utilities to generate minimum 
revenue based on 1.5% of median adjusted gross income multiplied by the number of connections. 
City Manager Cherpeski stated that the proposed House Bill 501 could require significant rate 
increases for Herriman but might not necessitate state funding. Councilmember Hodges asked 
whether last year’s reduced rate increase had been appropriate given rising costs. Staff 
acknowledged that expenses were outpacing assumptions and that future rate adjustments might 
be needed. 
 
The Impact Fee Fund showed minimal changes aside from increases in title research and legal 
expenses. Water rights purchases remained budgeted at $4.2 million, with $1.8 million becoming 
available after repayment of the interfund loan in June. The Storm Water Division reported a rare 
expenditure decrease due to removal of budgeted one‑time project costs, offset by expected 
operating increases in fiscal year 2028. 
 

2.2. Legislative Update – Todd Sheeran, City Attorney 
City Attorney Todd Sheeran provided an overview of key legislation impacting the City. He 
reported that House Bill 129 on service district withdrawal had passed unanimously through the 
House committee (10‑1), the House floor, and the Senate committee (6‑0), and was on the Senate 
reading calendar awaiting final passage. He explained that Senate Bill 284, originally a broader 
proposal affecting home rule authority, had been narrowed to cleanup items related to planning 
commission procedures, training requirements, and limits on appeal authority. City Attorney 
Sheeran also discussed House Bill 88 addressing public assistance amendments, noting that it 
would prohibit benefits to illegal immigrants and impose penalties on municipal employees. He 
expressed concern about the bill’s broad definitions and the possibility that it could unintentionally 
affect services offered in leased facilities such as the Columbus Center. 
 
Police Chief Troy Carr briefed the Council on Senate Bill 262, which would prohibit law 
enforcement from using unmarked vehicles for traffic stops. Chief Carr strongly opposed the bill, 
stating that it would significantly impair police operations and investigative capabilities. He noted 
that the Law Enforcement Legislative Coalition remained actively opposed and cited data showing 
that only 0.062% of traffic stops involved misuse of emergency lights over several years. Council 
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and staff also discussed House Bill 561 related to e‑bikes and motorcycles, raising concerns about 
the removal of impoundment authority and the creation of separate regulatory structures for 
electric versus gas‑powered engines when existing statutes could instead be updated to include 
electric motors. 
 
Additional legislative items were briefly reviewed, including House Bill 568 limiting impact fees 
to $50,000, Senate Bill 211 on damages calculations, and other bills still moving through the 
legislature.  
 

2.3. City Status Report: January 2026 – Trevor Ram, Assistant to the City Manager 
Assistant to the City Manager Trevor Ram presented the January 2026 city status report, 
highlighting that the city was permitting various types of residential units across different 
categories. He noted that sales tax revenue had reached a 70/30 split, representing the highest 
proportion of direct sales versus population-based revenue the city had ever achieved, indicating 
strong local purchasing activity. 
 
Councilmember Henderson requested that future reports include the number of entitled housing 
units in addition to permitted units to provide better data for legislative discussions and board 
meeting 
 

2.4. Review and discuss a request for an easement or revocable encroachment permit to 
facilitate construction of a multi-tenant sign for the Mountain Point Retail 
development located approximately at 3512 W Maradona Drive – Michael Maloy, 
City Planner 

City Planner Michael Maloy presented a request for a revocable encroachment permit for signage 
placement. He explained that the unusual relationship between property lines and right-of-way 
lines in the area resulted in the right-of-way being much wider than the actual street, causing signs 
to be set back further than typical. The city had used similar revocable encroachment permits in 
the past for comparable situations. 
 
City Planner Maloy displayed a map showing the 30-foot setback behind the sidewalk and 
explained that while typically the property line would be immediately behind the sidewalk, the 
right-of-way line extended further into the property. The applicant was seeking permission to place 
signage on city property through a revocable encroachment permit, understanding that the city 
could revoke the permit at any time, requiring sign removal at the property owner's expense. 
 
Planning Commission had been informed that city permission would be required since the 
proposed location was on city property. City Manager Cherpeski confirmed he had no concerns 
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with the arrangement. City Council expressed support for the request, noting that the area needed 
signage support and acknowledging the challenging topography. 
 
Staff clarified that the permit would be tied to the property and that either the property owner 
would be responsible for compliance or removal costs, depending on the specific permit terms. 
The Council indicated approval for staff to proceed with the revocable encroachment permit 
process. 
 

2.5. (Beginning at 6:30 p.m.) WFRC Transit Fresh Look Update – Ted Knowlton, Deputy 
Director Wasatch Front Regional Council  

Wasatch Front Regional Council Deputy Director Ted Knowlton (WFRC) presented an update on 
the Transit Fresh Look study and explained that WFRC developed the 30‑year regional 
transportation plan that informs major road, transit, and trail projects. He noted that the Transit 
Fresh Look followed a vision‑driven approach focused on shared community goals rather than 
feasibility testing. The study involved extensive regional participation, with Herriman represented 
primarily by Mayor Palmer, City Manager Cherpeski, and Community Development Director 
Blake Thomas, with additional involvement from Councilmember Henderson and Assistant City 
Manager Wendy Thomas. The resulting vision identified several transit concepts relevant to 
Herriman. The highest‑priority concept was extending the red line light rail from Daybreak 
through northern Herriman, turning into Riverton, and connecting to Bangerter Highway, which 
would require major funding and interagency cooperation. Other concepts included a Rio Tinto 
Loop bus rapid transit (BRT) serving development west of Highway 111, BRT along 118th South, 
and a cross‑valley connection on Mountain View Corridor linking Salt Lake and Utah Counties. 
 
Deputy Director Knowlton emphasized that advancing any vision concept would require progress 
in at least two of three areas: securing funding through federal, state, local, or value‑capture 
methods; increasing land‑use intensity around station areas; or building transit market demand 
through expanded bus service. He reviewed examples of development patterns needed to support 
each mode, noting that light rail required higher‑density station‑area development, while BRT 
generally required two‑ to three‑story nodes. Corridor profiles would identify potential zoning 
changes, preliminary station locations, and implementation steps. He clarified that communities 
were not required to pursue all three advancement strategies but excluding one would necessitate 
stronger emphasis on the others. WFRC committed to convening involved communities and 
providing support for advancing concepts selected by the partnership. 
 
Council discussion focused on feasibility and timing. Deputy Director Knowlton explained that 
whether BRT would include dedicated lanes would depend on future detailed planning, 
acknowledging that dedicated lanes would increase costs but improve service and require stronger 
land‑use support. Councilmember Anderson asked about ridership data for Herriman’s current bus 
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service and it was confirmed that UTA tracks ridership and committed to providing regular 
updates. Councilmember Basham asked about the likelihood of light rail implementation given 
high costs and whether federal opportunities, such as potential Olympic‑related funding, could 
apply. Mayor Palmer noted the federal trend toward prioritizing BRT as a more flexible, 
cost‑effective investment. Deputy Director Knowlton confirmed that under current federal 
standards light rail would not be competitive due to insufficient supportive land use, despite strong 
network connectivity benefits. He stated that state funding would likely be required and that 
success would depend on sustained multi‑jurisdictional commitment. He added that light rail 
would not be an Olympics‑timed project, though early express bus service along Bangerter could 
potentially occur before the Olympic games. Councilmember Henderson observed that much of 
the proposed corridor already met two of the three advancement criteria: transit market and some 
land‑use development with funding remaining the principal missing component. He noted that 
having a shared plan was essential before pursuing opportunities. Mayor Palmer suggested 
including transit planning as a priority topic in upcoming strategic planning discussions. Deputy 
Director Knowlton concluded with a commitment for WFRC to follow up with communities in 
the coming months to identify priorities and assist with next‑step planning. 
 
3. Adjournment 
Councilmember Basham moved to adjourn the City Council work meeting at 6:59 p.m. 
Councilmember Hodges seconded the motion, and all voted aye. 
 
7:00 PM – GENERAL MEETING: 
4. Call to Order 
Mayor Palmer called the meeting to order at 7:08 p.m. 
 

4.1. Invocation/Thought/Reading and Pledge of Allegiance 
Ms. Andrea Bradford led the audience in the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 

4.2. City Council Comments and Recognitions 
The Council held a recognition ceremony honoring retiring Police Chief Troy Carr for his eight 
years of service with the Herriman Police Department. Mayor Palmer described Chief Carr as an 
exceptional public servant and individual. 
 
The Council shared brief remarks highlighting Chief Carr’s leadership, humor, and commitment 
to community-oriented policing. Councilmember Anderson emphasized his ability to 
communicate complex issues clearly and his vision of policing as a partnership with the 
community. Councilmember Basham noted the remarkable achievement of building the 
department from the ground up in a short timeframe, while Councilmember Hodges commended 
his steady leadership through growth, budgeting, and crises, as well as his efforts to prepare the 
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council for his eventual retirement. Councilmember Henderson reflected on Chief Carr’s 
instrumental role in establishing a highly regarded and innovative department, as well as his 
personal support and character. City Manager Cherpeski praised Chief Carr as one of the top police 
chiefs of his career and expressed both professional and personal appreciation. 
 
A representative from Congressman Burgess Owens’ office presented a certificate of 
congressional recognition, and the City awarded Chief Carr a commemorative plaque honoring his 
service. 
 
Chief Carr expressed gratitude and reiterated that his goal had been to establish a strong foundation 
for the department’s continued success, crediting the officers and staff for their work. The 
ceremony concluded with Mayor Palmer thanking Chief Carr’s family for their support and 
expressing confidence in the department’s future. 
 
5. Public Comment 
Andrea Bradford informed the Council of her desire to expand on her earlier emailed comments 
regarding House Bill 477. She noted that the impetus of the bill likely originated from the state 
legislature and seemed likely to pass. Ms. Bradford specifically pointed out that the bill appeared 
to stipulate prohibitions against allowing more than one accessory dwelling unit (ADU) per lot or 
parcel. This raised concerns for her about the current proposal being considered by the City 
Council, which would allow properties to have both a detached and an internal ADU. In light of 
House Bill 477, she requested that if the Council were to move forward with permitting detached 
ADUs, they consider adopting a more restrictive approach in line with the state's intent. 
Specifically, she asked that the Council limit properties to having either a detached or an internal 
ADU, but not both, in order to comply with the proposed state regulations and prevent potential 
issues related to increased density and parking challenges. Ms. Bradford emphasized this 
recommendation in her request to the Council, urging them to align with the state's stance to better 
manage the impact on neighborhoods. 
 
6. City Council Reports 

6.1. Councilmember Jared Henderson 
Councilmember Henderson referenced earlier work meeting discussions about the garbage board 
and budget processes. Regarding UFA, he reported they were in the midst of budget work for an 
organization with over $100 million in expenses compared to the city's $25-30 million total budget 
including public safety. The UFA budget process spans six months with extensive committee 
meetings, and they were approximately one-third through the process. Councilmember Henderson 
expected to have details about Herriman's share of any increase within four weeks and would report 
back with specifics, likely leading to an April board meeting with recommended numbers 
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6.2. Councilmember Teddy Hodges 
Councilmember Hodges provided an update on Jordan Basin Improvement District, reporting they 
were completing plant walk-throughs with engineers for plant expansion proposals. He expected 
cost numbers and target dates for acceptance and construction to be presented at upcoming 
meetings. 
 

6.3. Councilmember Matt Basham 
Councilmember Basham reported on recent ribbon cutting ceremonies for new businesses which 
had good community attendance. He praised the continuing positive direction of economic 
development in the city. 
 

6.4. Councilmember Terrah Anderson 
Councilmember Anderson had nothing to report. 
 
7. Mayor Report 
Mayor Palmer announced that Governor Spencer Cox had officially nominated him to serve on 
the state air quality board, with Senate confirmation scheduled for the following day at 2:00 PM 
during the Senate session. He expressed excitement about serving in this additional capacity, 
noting it would involve quarterly board meetings. 
 
8. Consent Agenda 

8.1. Approval of the January 28, 2026 City Council meeting minutes 
8.2. Approval of a Resolution to grant Local Consent for a Restaurant Full-Service 

License for Toscano Herriman, LLC located at 12543 S Herriman Auto Row to be 
issued and regulated by the Utah Department of Alcoholic Beverage Services (DABS) 

8.3. Discussion and consider authorization to enter into an agreement with Madison AI 
– Trevor Ram, Assistant to the City Manager 

Councilmember Hodges moved to approve the consent agenda as written. Councilmember 
Anderson seconded the motion.  
 
The vote was recorded as follows: 
Councilmember Terrah Anderson  Aye 
Councilmember Matt Basham  Aye 
Councilmember Jared Henderson   Aye 
Councilmember Teddy Hodges  Aye 
Mayor Lorin Palmer  Aye 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
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9. Discussion and Action Items 
9.1. Discussion and Consideration of a Software as a Service Agreement with Davenport 

Group USA, LLC to provide Community Development Permitting Software – Blake 
Thomas, Community Development Director 

Community Development Director Blake Thomas presented the proposal for a contract with 
Davenport Group USA to provide community development software for permitting, inspections, 
and business licensing. The current system had significant limitations, including lack of an online 
portal and elimination of support services in 2027, necessitating a replacement. 
 
The City had contracted with Barry Dunn to prepare an RFP and manage the contractor selection 
process beginning in fall 2026. Ten proposals were received, with four finalists participating in 
eight-hour demonstrations attended by building, planning, engineering, and economic 
development departments. Davenport clearly emerged as the provider capable of meeting all city 
needs. 
 
The Davenport system would provide a comprehensive online portal for all application types 
including business licenses, land use applications, building permits, and land disturbance 
applications. The platform would enable online plan submission, review, tracking, approval 
issuance, and report generation, with council potentially having access to live reports. 
 
Implementation would begin immediately following contract approval, with anticipated system 
launch on January 4, 2027. The cost was included in the current budget. 
 
Director Thomas explained efficiency improvements would primarily address tracking challenges 
and interdepartmental coordination issues. The current system worked well within individual 
departments but struggled with projects requiring multiple department involvement. The online 
portal would automatically distribute applications and start review timelines, improving 
compliance with state regulations and eliminating delays from vacation-related email backlogs. 
 
Councilmember Hodges inquired about online payment capabilities. Director Thomas confirmed 
the system would integrate with existing software to provide online payment options, addressing 
another significant operational improvement. 
 
Councilmember Basham moved to approve a Service Agreement with Davenport Group USA, 
LLC. Councilmember Hodges seconded the motion.  
 
The vote was recorded as follows: 
Councilmember Terrah Anderson  Aye 
Councilmember Matt Basham  Aye 
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Councilmember Jared Henderson   Aye 
Councilmember Teddy Hodges  Aye 
Mayor Lorin Palmer  Aye 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 

9.2. Discussion and consideration of the JVWCD & Herriman Cost Share Agreement – 
Justun Edwards, Public Works Director 

Public Works Director Edwards presented a cost share agreement with Jordan Valley Water 
Conservancy District for a pipeline project on Rosecrest Road from 13400 South extending 
southward. Rosecrest Road had needed desperate repair for several years, but when the City 
planned improvements in 2024, Jordan Valley informed them of the concurrent pipeline project. 
The City postponed road work to avoid constructing a road only to have it excavated later. 
 
The projects were designed together and bid as one project for efficiency and timing benefits. 
Jordan Valley's board approved the agreement in January following December bidding. 
 
Director Edwards provided extensive detail about Jordan Valley's pipeline capacity project, which 
was identified in their master plan for several years. The new pipeline would run parallel to an 
existing pipeline reaching capacity, conveying water from Jordan Valley's storage tank on the hill 
from 13400 South. The project was needed to meet existing and future demands for Herriman, 
South Jordan, Riverton, and Bluffdale, with an anticipated 70-plus year service life. 
 
Rosecrest Road improvements would address damage from heavy construction traffic during early 
development phases. The reconstruction would use two different methods: full depth reclamation 
from 13400 South to Rocky Point Drive, involving milling asphalt, mixing with base course, 
adding cement treatment, and applying five inches of new asphalt; and soft spot repair with three-
inch mill and overlay for the southern section in better condition. The project was expected to last 
at least 30 years before major reconstruction would be needed. 
 
The Jordan Valley project included approximately 7,500 linear feet of waterline ranging from 30 
to 16 inches, meter vaults with city participation, and various associated infrastructure. Herriman 
would reconstruct approximately 5,900 linear feet of roadway, including ADA ramp 
improvements and curb and gutter work. 
 
Utility locating and minor relocations would begin in April, with main construction anticipated in 
June or July depending on material procurement. Edwards emphasized that work near Blackridge 
Elementary would be completed during summer break in June, with substantial completion 
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expected by May 2028. The nearly two-year duration reflected procurement needs, winter weather 
constraints on asphalt placement, and complex concrete structure construction. 
 
Van Con was the low bidder for both projects at just over $1.7 million for roadway work. The 
meter vault improvements would cost approximately $46,000, representing Herriman's 50% share 
per existing agreements with Jordan Valley. Total project costs were covered by $1.6 million 
reserved in fiscal year 2026 and $1.7 million in fiscal year 2027, with remaining funds retained for 
contingencies and potential change orders. 
 
The agreement required Herriman to reimburse Jordan Valley through monthly invoices as work 
progressed, with reimbursable amounts including the meter vault and roadway costs plus approved 
change orders. Herriman would provide inspection and management services for the roadway 
project. 
 
Councilmember Anderson thanked Director Edwards for answering her earlier questions and 
emphasized the critical importance of extensive public education and communication. The project 
would significantly impact residents, particularly those accessing Blackridge Elementary, 
requiring comprehensive advance notice and easy-to-understand information. 
 
Director Edwards confirmed plans for an open house before construction begins, with contractor, 
Jordan Valley, and staff available to answer questions. A third-party public involvement officer 
would coordinate communications between city teams and Jordan Valley, utilizing the city's 
existing project communication website and methods residents had become accustomed to using. 
 
Councilmember Hodges asked about traffic management, and Edwards explained that contractors 
were required to maintain two lanes of travel throughout most of the project, though there might 
be brief closures for specific operations like road crossings. Temporary impacts to side roads and 
some access limitations were anticipated, with traffic control plans subject to engineering review. 
 
Councilmember Basham praised the coordination between the City and Service District to achieve 
cost savings and avoid duplicated disruption, referencing previous problems on 13400 West with 
repeated utility installations over multiple years. 
 
Councilmember Hodges moved to approve Resolution No. R08-2026 approving a cost share 
agreement between Herriman City and Jordan Valley Water Conservancy District. 
Councilmember Henderson seconded the motion.  
 
The vote was recorded as follows: 
Councilmember Terrah Anderson  Aye 
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Councilmember Matt Basham  Aye 
Councilmember Jared Henderson   Aye 
Councilmember Teddy Hodges  Aye 
Mayor Lorin Palmer  Aye 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 

9.3. Discussion and Consideration of Amendments to Title 10 Land Development Code 
to Permit Detached Accessory Dwelling Units on Lots or Parcels that Have a Legal, 
Owner-Occupied, Single-Family Dwelling in Compliance with City Standards 
(Z2026-002) - Michael Maloy, City Planner 

City Planner Michael Maloy presented proposed amendments to allow detached accessory 
dwelling units (ADUs), explaining this was a familiar topic that the council had been working on 
periodically. The city already had internal ADU regulations responding to a state mandate, and 
detached ADUs represented another potential state mandate currently under legislative 
consideration. 
 
The proposal was also included in the city's moderate income housing plan as a state-required 
strategy for addressing moderate housing needs. While the city doesn't build housing directly, it 
established regulations guiding where such housing may occur. Staff had studied the issue to 
determine appropriateness for the city and had received resident interest, though public hearing 
comments included both support and opposition. 
 
City Planner Maloy emphasized the proposal's malleable nature, expecting Council input and 
adjustments as appropriate. The Planning Commission had provided recommendations including 
modifications not incorporated into the draft ordinance. 
 
The general proposal would permit detached ADUs citywide but only for single-family residential 
properties in residential, agricultural, forestry recreational, and mixed-use zones where single-
family housing was permitted. The draft required one additional parking stall for detached ADUs, 
consistent with current state proposals, with a potential second stall if the ADU exceeded 650 
square feet. 
 
The Planning Commission recommendation would allow both one detached and one internal ADU 
per lot if complying with all standards. The current state bill indicated this might be permissible, 
but cities could regulate or prohibit multiple ADU types. 
 
The proposal maintained existing lot coverage requirements, meaning accessory structures could 
only be built where space was available within current zoning standards. Maximum square footage 
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would be 1,000 square feet, consistent with the state bill. The Planning Commission recommended 
a 7,000 square foot minimum lot size compared to the current 6,000 square foot requirement for 
internal ADUs. 
 
Maximum height would be 25-feet compared to 35-feet for single-family homes, with no 
dependency on existing home height per Planning Commission recommendation. The draft 
proposed 10-foot rear and 8-foot side setbacks, larger than typical accessory building requirements 
due to residential occupancy impacts. However, the Planning Commission recommended 
mirroring current accessory structure setbacks, creating potential conflicts with the 25-foot height 
allowance that might exceed height limits for smaller lots. 
 
Design standards required matching the primary home, though recent state bill language seemed 
to discourage municipal design regulations for ADUs. Optional Planning Commission reviews 
were included for property owners seeking modifications, similar to previous single-family home 
processes that had worked successfully. 
 
Owner occupancy requirements remained, with the property owner living in either the primary 
dwelling or ADU. City Planner Maloy included defensible language used successfully in other 
cities, with provisions for temporary assignments like military or ecclesiastical service requiring 
property manager designation. 
 
Short-term rental prohibitions would be maintained for anything less than 30 days, consistent with 
current state draft language. 
 
City Planner Maloy presented several decision points for council consideration: allowing both 
internal and detached ADUs on the same lot (Planning Commission recommended yes); allowing 
detached ADUs taller than the primary dwelling (Planning Commission recommended yes); 
requiring two parking stalls for ADUs larger than 650 square feet (Planning Commission 
recommended one stall only); requiring additional design standards (Planning Commission 
recommended yes); and modifying setbacks to mirror accessory structure requirements (Planning 
Commission recommended yes, though this conflicted with height standards). 
 
Additional unresolved issues included metering requirements and impact fees. Previous 
experience in other cities showed public utilities often lacked strong preferences on metering 
approaches. Impact fees typically accompanied separate meters, though state discussions 
suggested reduced rates compared to standard single-family homes. 
 
Staff recommendation included combining internal and detached ADU regulations into one code 
section, implementing the 7,000 square foot minimum, maintaining 25-foot height limits, 
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addressing setback/height conflicts, and considering road impact concerns from new lateral 
installations and road cuts. 
 
A permitting process challenge existed with builders applying for internal ADUs during new 
construction when owner occupancy requirements couldn't be verified until property transfer. City 
Planner Maloy suggested potential solutions involving recorded documents against properties that 
would appear in title searches, ensuring future owners understood occupancy requirements. 
 
Extensive Council discussion followed regarding enforcement challenges, particularly with spec-
built homes designed for rental rather than owner occupancy. Councilmember Henderson 
expressed strong concerns about streamlining processes that could exacerbate homeownership 
displacement by encouraging rental development. 
 
The council worked through each recommendation: 

• One or the other ADU type: Council consensus supported allowing only one type (internal 
or detached) per property, not both, to address parking, traffic, and density concerns. 

• Minimum lot size: Mayor Palmer suggested 10,000 square feet rather than 7,000 to reduce 
staff time reviewing impractical applications on smaller lots, though this could be revisited 
later based on demand. 

• Height limitations: Councilmember Henderson preferred limiting height to no taller than 
the existing dwelling, while others noted potential state law conflicts. The discussion 
revealed current state bill language allowing cities to require conformance with existing 
structure dimensions. 

• Setbacks: Council supported maintaining larger proposed setbacks rather than mirroring 
accessory structure standards, given the different use intensity. 

• Utility connections: Discussion favored allowing shared connections through existing 
infrastructure rather than requiring separate meters and costly road cuts. 

• Parking requirements: Council supported following state language requiring two spaces for 
ADUs over 650 square feet, acknowledging parking as the primary community complaint 
anticipated. 

• Permit process improvements: Councilmember Henderson opposed streamlining builder 
applications for spec construction, preferring current owner-applicant requirements despite 
administrative burdens. 

 
City Manager Cherpeski recommended directing staff to return with revisions incorporating 
discussed changes after the legislative session concluded, allowing incorporation of final state bill 
language. He requested avoiding complex motions given the ordinance's complexity. 
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Councilmember Henderson moved to continue the ordinance to amend the land development code 
regarding accessory dwelling units. Councilmember Hodges seconded the motion.  
 
The vote was recorded as follows: 
Councilmember Terrah Anderson  Aye 
Councilmember Matt Basham  Aye 
Councilmember Jared Henderson   Aye 
Councilmember Teddy Hodges  Aye 
Mayor Lorin Palmer  Aye 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
10. Future Meetings 

10.1. Next Planning Meeting: March 4, 2026 
10.2. Next City Council Meeting: March 11, 2026 

 
11. Events 

11.1. Senior Paint Class: March 5, 2026, Herriman City Hall @ 10:00 a.m. RSVP Required 
11.2.   FOH: Community Showcase, March 6, 2026: Herriman High School @ 7:00 p.m. 

 
12. Closed Session 
The Herriman City Council may temporarily recess the City Council meeting to convene in a 
closed session to discuss the character, professional competence, or physical or mental health of 
an individual, pending or reasonable imminent litigation, and the purchase, exchange, or lease of 
real property, as provided by Utah Code Annotated §52-4-205 
 
Councilmember Basham moved to temporarily recess the City Council meeting to convene in a 
closed session to discuss pending or reasonably imminent litigation, as provided by Utah Code 
Annotated §52-4-205 at 8:49 p.m. Councilmember Hodges seconded the motion. 
 
The vote was recorded as follows: 
Councilmember Terrah Anderson  Aye 
Councilmember Matt Basham  Aye 
Councilmember Jared Henderson   Aye 
Councilmember Teddy Hodges  Aye 
Mayor Lorin Palmer    Aye 
 
The motion passed unanimously. 
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The Council reconvened the Council work meeting at 8:56 p.m. 
 
13. Adjournment 
Councilmember Henderson moved to adjourn the City Council meeting at 8:56 p.m. 
Councilmember Hodges seconded the motion, and all voted aye. 
 
14. Recommence to Work Meeting (If Needed) 
 
I, Jackie Nostrom, City Recorder for Herriman City, hereby certify that the foregoing minutes 
represent a true, accurate and complete record of the meeting held on February 25, 2026.  
This document constitutes the official minutes for the Herriman City Council Meeting.  
 
 
 
      
Jackie Nostrom, MMC 
City Recorder 
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DATE: March 16, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Wendy Thomas | Anthony Widdison | Blake Thomas

SUBJECT: Ordinance to Amend Section 4-2-3, of the Herriman City Code regarding 
Firework Discharge Restrictions and Adopting an updated Restriction Map

RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommend the approval of an ordinance amending Section 4-2-3, of the Herriman City 
Code regarding firework discharge restrictions and adopting an updated restriction map. 

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
Does the City Council want to approve an ordinance to amend Section 4-2-3, of the Herriman 
City Code?

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN: 
ES 2 – Quality public safety

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY: 
Herriman City has a history of fire incidents, including those that have been caused by fireworks, 
both in restricted areas and non-restricted areas. Herriman City reviews the firework restriction 
areas on an annual basis and recommends changes primarily based on development patterns. A 
municipality must submit any changes to Salt Lake County for a county wide map to be 
produced. The map is updated annually as development patterns change.
The proposed amended code refers to an adopted map for firework restrictions instead of 
dedicated street alignments. Staff believe this approach gives the City Council more flexibility in 
map restriction designations as the City continues to develop, especially in the southeast and 
southwest areas of the City. 
If the ordinance is approved, the City Council is effectively doing two things. First, updating the 
City Code to reflect the adoption of a map and removing any reference to specific streets. 
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Second, adoption of the map that will be submitted to Salt Lake County. The Council can request 
changes to the map as part of the motion. 

ALTERNATIVES: 

Alternative Challenge Benefit

Approve the ordinance and adopt 
the proposed map
(Recommended)

Unknown

Provides Council 
flexibility in future 
firework restriction 
maps as development 
patterns change.

Direct changes to the 2026 
Firework Restriction Map for 
adoption, approve the ordinance

Unknown

Provides Council 
with the opportunity 
to add or remove 
areas from the 
firework restriction 
area.

Do not approve the ordinance or 
map

New restriction 
map will not be 
submitted to 
SLCO for 2026

 Unknown

 

FISCAL IMPACT:  
N/A

ATTACHMENTS: 
Ordinance
2026 Firework Restriction Map
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HERRIMAN, UTAH
ORDINANCE NO 2026-XX

AN ORDINANCE OF THE HERRIMAN CITY COUNCIL AMENDING SECTION 4-
2-3, OF THE HERRIMAN CITY CODE REGARDING FIREWORK DISCHARGE 
RESTRICTIONS AND ADOPTING AN UPDATED RESTRICTION MAP.

WHEREAS, the Herriman City Council has the authority to regulate the discharge of 
fireworks within city limits to ensure the safety, health, and welfare of its residents; and

WHEREAS, certain geographical areas within Herriman City pose a significantly higher 
risk for fire hazards due to vegetation, topography, and proximity to wildland areas; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to clarify the enforcement areas for firework 
restrictions by referencing an officially adopted map; and

WHEREAS, the proposed amendment to Section 4-2-3, will provide clear guidance to the 
public regarding prohibited discharge zones.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE HERRIMAN CITY COUNCIL AS 
FOLLOWS:

1. Amendment of City Code: The Herriman City Council hereby approves the 
amendment to Section 4-2-3, as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference. 

2. Adoption of Map: The Herriman City Council hereby adopts the updated 
Firework Restriction Map, as set forth in Exhibit B, attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference.

3. Conflict: All sections of the Herriman City Code or prior resolutions in conflict 
herewith are hereby amended to the extent of such conflict.

4. Effective Date: This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon recording or not 
later than 30 days of the date hereof, whichever is sooner, pursuant to Utah Code 
Ann. § 10-3-705.

5.
PASSED AND APPROVED by the Herriman City Council this 25th day of March, 2026.

 

53    



HERRIMAN

__________________________________
Lorin Palmer, Mayor

________________________________
Jackie Nostrom, MMC
City Recorder
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Exhibit A

(Text Amendment)

4-2-3 Discharge Of Fireworks 
A. Generally. 

1. Fireworks may be discharged on the dates set forth in U.C.A. 1953, § 53-7-
201. 

2. The definition of the term "fireworks" is the same as set forth in U.C.A. 
1953, § 53-7-202(14)(a). 

Except for display operators properly licensed as required by state law, it is 
unlawful for any person to display, discharge, ignite, explode, project or otherwise 
fire or permit the ignition, expulsion, projection of any fireworks or open flame 
fires within 200 feet of an undeveloped property or agricultural field or south of 
14200 South, extending to the intersection of Emmeline, following Emmeline and 
all the property south of Emmeline to Juniper Crest Drive  The discharge of 
fireworks shall be prohibited in all areas of Herriman City shown as restricted on 
the official Firework Restriction Map adopted by the Herriman City Council.  It 
shall be unlawful for any person to discharge fireworks within these designated 
boundaries.

B. Any person convicted of violating the provisions of this section shall be guilty of 
an infraction.

(Code 2023, § 4-2-3; Ord. No. 11-13, 6-9-2011; Ord. No. 2015-01, 1-14-2015)
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Exhibit B

(Firework Restriction Map)
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S T A F F  R E P O R T

DATE: March 13, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Bryce Terry, City Engineer

SUBJECT: Discussion Regarding the Safe Route to School (SRTS) Grant Application for 
Intersection Improvements at Herriman Rose Blvd and Herriman Main St

RECOMMENDATION: 

Given the significant negative feedback from the neighborhood, staff recommends proceeding 
with the existing safe route to school, continuing to cross children at the traffic signal and decline 
funds for the project. 

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
Council direction is needed on whether to: (1) discontinue the project as scoped, or (2) pursue an 
alternative approach and request a scope change from UDOT.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN:

• LV5.1 – Seek outside funding sources for capital transportation projects 
• LV 5.3 - Trails and Sidewalks 

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY:
In 2025, the City applied for and received notice of an SRTS award for improvements at this 
location. The conceptual scope ("Option 4") included a median refuge island, RRFBs, lighting 
and visibility upgrades, and permanent restrictions on left-turn/through movements from 
Herriman Rose. The total programmed cost estimate is approximately $615,000, with a 
minimum 6.77% local match (about $55,000). UDOT’s program schedule targeted construction 
in FY2027.
Community Feedback Summary:
Residents expressed strong opposition to permanently removing the ability to turn left from 
Herriman Rose onto Main St or proceed straight toward the library/recreation center. Key 
concerns include access and circulation for nearby neighborhoods; shifting traffic (including 
U‑turns and cut‑through) to other streets; and skepticism that a refuge island will slow east‑west 
traffic or materially reduce risk.
The most common request was for either a full traffic signal or a pedestrian‑activated 
HAWK/PHB signal. Across comments, residents also asked the City to consider 
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visibility/lighting upgrades, traffic calming (e.g., raised intersection), school‑zone speed 
management, and operational/time‑limited measures during school crossing periods.
Lessons Learned:

• Public support for pedestrian crossing upgrades was highly contingent on maintaining 
neighborhood access. Once permanent restrictions to vehicular movements were 
introduced, community willingness to prioritize the proposed crosswalk option decreased 
substantially.

• Emphasize speed/visibility: Many comments identified vehicle speed and driver behavior 
on Main St as the underlying safety issue.

DISCUSSION:
 The SRTS award is intended to improve student walking/biking safety and, if constructed, the 
crossing would need to be reflected on the school’s official Safe Route. The programmed 
estimate is approximately $615,000 (federal funds ~ $561,250; local match ~6.77%). Any 
change to scope or location requires UDOT review for eligibility and could affect cost and 
schedule.

ALTERNATIVES:
1. Decline funds and proceed with Existing Safe Route to School (SRTS) [Recommended]

a. Notify UDOT that we will not proceed with the awarded scope and release funds.
b. Any future improvements at this location would require separate funding and 

approvals.
c. Safest crossing location with existing infrastructure
d. Provides one major crossing location across Herriman Main St for the school

2. Pursue alternative solutions that UDOT may be willing to fund (if feasible)
a. A PHB/HAWK signal could be explored further, but:

i. Preliminary analysis shows there is not a great location to place this to 
achieve proper sight distance without offsetting for the intersection at least 
100’.

ii. UDOT would have to approve a significant scope change
iii. May get stuck in the same process of public feedback (school crossing vs 

overall safety concerns vs neighborhood access)
FISCAL IMPACT:
Current programmed estimate: ~$615,000; UDOT federal funds ~$561,250 with a minimum 
local match of ~6.77% (~$55,000). If the City declines the project, no local funds are required. If 
the City pursues a scope change, costs and match requirements may change; funding eligibility is 
subject to UDOT approval.
A future non-grant funded project would have to compete with the many other capital needs 
within the City.  There is no guarantee that funding would be available for a future project 
outside of this type of grant.

ATTACHMENTS:
N/A
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DATE: March 12, 2026   
    
TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: Bryce Terry, City Engineer 
 
SUBJECT:  Discussion Regarding the Results of the Community Meeting Regarding a 

Petition to Vacate a Public Trail near Rose Creek Estates Subdivision 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  

Retain the trail as a public facility and implement a few improvements as discussed in the report. 

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL: 

Whether to initiate proceedings to vacate a public trail located behind properties in Rose Creek 
Estates Phases 7a and 7b, following receipt of a resident petition citing safety, privacy, and 
maintenance concerns. 

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN:  

LV 5.3 - Trails and Sidewalks  
To support multi-modal transportation options, trails and sidewalks should connect 
between neighborhoods, job centers, and commercial areas along major transportation 
corridors with convenient access to available transit options.  

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY:  

• The City received a petition signed by 13 of 16 homeowners whose lots immediately 
abut an asphalt‑paved public trail dedicated with Rose Creek Estates Phase 7a. The trail 
connects to 13400 South and links sidewalks and neighborhood streets within the 
subdivision.  

• Petitioners cited concerns including the 12‑foot‑wide corridor contributing to safety 
concerns; loitering, littering, and occasional unauthorized vehicle use; limited City 
maintenance leading to overgrowth/weeds; privacy and security; and proximity to 
13400 South contributing to perceived safety risks. Some residents installed privacy 
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fencing contrary to City policy; a resident anecdote described a pet entering the trail 
and being killed on 13400 South. 

• The City Council requested information on process and cost details to vacate the trail 
in August 2025, during a City Council work meeting. The Council again reviewed the 
matter and requested that greater community feedback be gathered in another City 
Council meeting in September 2025. 

DISCUSSION:  

City Staff held a public community meeting and posted A-frame signs at the entrances of the trail 
with QR Codes to give any feedback regarding the trail. The feedback received is summarized 
below: 

• Against closing (retain trail): ~60% 
• For closing (vacate): ~30% 
• Unclear / questions: ~10% 

Themes: 
• Opposed to vacating trail: Frequent neighborhood use (walking, jogging, biking, dog 

walking); safer alternative to busy roadways (including for children); concern about 
setting a precedent that could degrade connectivity; preference for operational/physical 
mitigations (lighting, patrols, gates) before any permanent change. 

• Support vacating trail: Predominantly, adjacent residents cite loitering/late-night activity, 
trespassing, people looking into yards, and throwing trash/objects over fences. Some 
adjacent residents reported adding private security measures and avoiding use of the trail 
corridor due to safety concerns. 

Staff acknowledges adjacent residents’ concerns as real and site specific, while noting overall 
input favors retaining the trail with mitigations. 
 
Findings 

1. The trail continues to serve an intended public purpose—providing pedestrian 
connectivity within the subdivision and to the broader sidewalk/trail network. 

2. Majority public input supports keeping the trail open, with many commenters 
requesting targeted operational/physical improvements in lieu of vacating the trail. 

3. Concerns raised by adjacent residents—privacy, nuisance, after-hours activity, and 
unauthorized access—are credible. Potential mitigation improvements could include 
updated signage and installing gates at the entrances of the trail, at the City Council’s 
discretion. 

4. Vacating the corridor would remove an established public asset and reduce 
neighborhood connectivity; relocation/replacement would require time, funding, and 
potentially set a precedent with other trails. 
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ALTERNATIVES:  

1. Retain the trail [Recommended]  
2. Conduct broader public outreach if the Council desires additional data before formal 

action.  
3. Initiate a formal vacation process, including public notice and evaluation of reversionary 

interests, using plat amendment or quit claim deeds 
FISCAL IMPACT:   

No Major Fiscal Impacts at this time 

ATTACHMENTS:  

• Exhibit 1 – Location of the Trail (Rose Creek Estates) 
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EXHIBIT 1 – Location of Trail 
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S T A F F  R E P O R T

DATE: March 6, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Jackie Nostrom, City Recorder & Wendy Thomas, Assistant City Manager

SUBJECT:  Amendment to Herriman City Code Chapter 6-6, Parking Permit Program

RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff recommends that the City Council adopt Ordinance No 2026-__ amending Chapter 6-6 of 
the Herriman City Code to (1) allow administrative authority for the Parking Permit Program to 
be assigned to the City Manager or designee, and (2) remove requirements to collect or retain 
unnecessary personally identifiable information (PII) as part of the permit application process.

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
Should the Council approve the proposed amendments to the Parking Permit Program to align 
the ordinance with current administrative practices?

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN:
CE-1 – Sense of community
EV-5 – Neighborhood quality
LV8 – Parks and amenities

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY:
The Herriman City Parking Permit Program (HCC Chapter 6-6) was originally drafted assigning 
program administration to the Community Development Department and the Community 
Development Director. The program has been administered by the Administration Department.

During review of the ordinance, staff identified the need to (1) ensure the ordinance is 
department-neutral to allow flexibility in administrative assignments, and (2) remove references 
requiring the collection of personally identifiable information that exceeds what is necessary to 
verify eligibility for a parking permit.
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The proposed amendments update Chapter 6-6 to clarify that the program is administered by the 
City Manager or designee and modify the application requirements to limit information collected 
solely to what is needed to verify residency or business location within an established permit area.

DISCUSSION:
Existing ordinance language assigns specific responsibility to the Community Development 
Department. Because the program has been administered by the Administration Department, staff 
recommend replacing department specific references with the neutral and standard term: City 
Manager or designee.

Current code requires permit applicants to provide information sufficient to identify the applicant’s 
identity, and it is proposed to revise the section to align with best practices in privacy protection 
and reduces the amount of sensitive information retained by the City.

ALTERNATIVES:
• Adopt the ordinance as proposed
• Adopt the ordinance with modifications
• Take no action

FISCAL IMPACT:
No significant fiscal impact is anticipated. 
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HERRIMAN, UTAH
ORDINANCE NO. 2026-

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 6, CHAPTER 6 RELATING TO THE PARKING 
PERMIT PROGRAM

WHEREAS, the City Council met in regular session on March 25, 2026, to consider, 
among other things, an ordinance amending the parking permit program; and

WHEREAS, the City has adopted Chapter 6-6 of the Herriman City Code establishing a 
Parking Permit Program to manage parking impacts within designated neighborhoods; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to amend portions of Chapter 6-6 to ensure the program 
may be administered by the city manager or designee, rather than by any particular department or 
director, thereby providing administrative flexibility; and

WHEREAS, the City further desires to remove requirements for the collection of 
personally identifiable information (PII) beyond that which is necessary to verify eligibility for a 
parking permit, in furtherance of privacy protections for residents and businesses; and

WHEREAS, Utah State Code authorizes cities to enact ordinances necessary for the 
administration of city affairs, including amendments to existing ordinances, under Utah State 
Code Annotated § 10-3-701 et seq.

WHEREAS, after careful consideration, the City Council has determined that it is in the 
best interest of the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of Herriman to amend the ordinance 
that created a parking permit program.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the Herriman City Council that the 
following be amended as follows. Additions are underlined; deletions are stricken.

CHAPTER 6-6 PARKING PERMIT PROGRAM 
6-6-1 Purpose
6-6-2 Definitions
6-6-3 Area Designation--Authority
6-6-4 Area Designation--Criteria
6-6-5 Area Designation--Process
6-6-6 Area Designation--Approval; Declaration; Conditional Citation Program
6-6-7 Signs And Markings In Designated Areas
6-6-8 Parking Permit--Application; Term
6-6-9 Parking Permit--Fees
6-6-10 Parking Permit--Issuance Conditions
6-6-11 Parking Permit--Display Required
6-6-12 Parking Permit--Activities Permitted
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6-6-13 Guest Permits
6-6-14 Revocation Conditions
6-6-15 Enlargement Of Area
6-6-16 Removal Of Area Designation Or Deletion Of Streets
6-6-17 Modification Of Regulations
6-6-18 Unlawful Activities; Penalty
6-6-1 Purpose 

1. There exist certain facilities within the city, such as schools and parks which 
attract commuters seeking parking in nearby areas which are predominantly 
residential in nature. The increased demand often exacerbates the severe 
shortage of on-street parking for residents in such areas. 

2. This chapter authorizes a program and implements a procedural system by which 
residents and businesses within qualifying areas may receive preferential 
treatment when competing with commuter vehicles for available on-street parking 
in predominantly residential neighborhoods of the city. The enactment of a 
preferential parking permit program administered and coordinated by community 
development the department or office designated by the city manager can 
address the adverse effect of motor vehicle congestion caused by the long-term 
parking of commuter vehicles within these areas by: 

1. Increasing access to residents; 

2. Increasing traffic/pedestrian safety by reducing traffic congestion; 

3. Reducing the adverse environmental impacts on an area created by 
excessive air and noise pollution and the accumulation of trash and refuse 
on public streets; 

4. Encouraging the use of mass transit, carpooling and other alternative 
modes of transaction by reducing commuter vehicle traffic that originates 
from outside the permit area and has no apparent relation to area 
residents; and 

5. Promoting the tranquility, safety, health and welfare of area inhabitants, 
which are desirable attributes that are associated with a positive urban 
environment.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-1; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025
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6-6-2 Definitions 

The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this chapter, shall have the 
meanings ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a 
different meaning:

Address means the street number and applicable apartment/condominium number for 
each dwelling unit, business, or other use. Each apartment or commercial unit is 
regarded as a separate address.

Area, without reference to zoning, means a geographical region, not necessarily 
contiguous, where residents dwell and businesses may operate.

Area business means any professional establishment or nonresident property owner 
whose business property is located within a city parking permit area.

Area permittee means an area resident or an area business which has received from the 
city an area regular permit.

Area regular permit or regular permit decal means a valid decal or cardstock placard 
hung from the vehicle's rearview mirror issued by the city for assignment to vehicles 
under the legal control of area residents and/or area businesses.

Area resident means any person who is a bona fide resident of a parking permit area.

Area vehicle means a vehicle that originates from inside a parking permit area and is 
under the control of area residents or area business owners and includes automobiles, 
trucks, motorcycles, or other motor-driven forms of transportation. The term "area 
vehicle" does not include boats and trailers.

City permit area or parking permit area means any area designated by the city council as 
a permit parking area within the corporate limits of the city wherein motor vehicles 
displaying a permit as described herein shall be exempt from parking regulations or 
restrictions solely applicable to commuter vehicles.

City permit program means any city permit parking program, as a whole, administered by 
community development the department or office designated by the city manager.

Commuter vehicle means a motor vehicle parked in a city permit parking area that:

1. Is not under the control of an area resident or area business; and 

2. Does not bear a permit as described herein for the parking permit area.
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Dwelling means a building, or portion thereof, which is designated for residential 
purposes. Such dwelling must bear an address. The number of independent dwelling 
units recognized therein shall not exceed the number authorized by the applicable 
zoning ordinances.

Guest permit means the portable cardstock placard issued by the city to area residents 
and area businesses for use on vehicles under the legal control of guests, customers 
and/or clients during periods when persons operating said vehicles are actually visiting 
or engaged in business at the permittee's address not to exceed 45 days.

Lease means a person pays rent or other remuneration for use of a parcel of real 
property as such person's residence or place of business.

Owns means a person has at least one-fourth of the fee or equitable interest in a parcel 
of real property within a city permit parking area.

Permit vehicle means any vehicle properly displaying a regular permit or a guest permit 
issued by the city for authorized use on such vehicles.

Permit year means the 12-month period set for the administration of a city permit area, 
including the expiration and renewal of permit area regular and guest permits.

Program means the process of designation, administration and enforcement of all city 
parking permit areas and regulations established by the city council pursuant to the 
provisions of this chapter.

Regular permit means an adhesive decal or cardstock placard hung from the vehicle's 
rearview mirror that was issued by the city for assignment to vehicles under the legal 
control of area residents and area businesses.

Resident means a person who resides or dwells in the city parking permit area on a 
regular basis.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-2; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-3 Area Designation--Authority 

The city council may designate as a parking permit area any area, within the corporate 
limits of the city, which the city council finds to satisfy the area designation criteria 
detailed in HCC 6-6-4. Such area shall then be a city permit area in which motor vehicles 
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displaying an area regular permit or guest permit may stand or be parked without 
limitations imposed on commuter vehicles by the parking regulations in the area.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-3; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-4 Area Designation--Criteria 

1. An area may be eligible for consideration as a city permit area if the community 
development director city manager or designee determines, after proper 
evaluation, that the qualified area is adversely affected by commuter vehicles for 
any extended period during the day or night, on weekends or holidays. 

2. In determining adverse effects upon an area, the community development director 
city manager or designee shall analyze and evaluate factors which include, but 
are not limited to, the following: 

1. The extent of the desire and perception of need by the residents for permit 
parking as evidenced by receipt of petitions as required herein; 

2. The extent to which legal on-street parking spaces are occupied by motor 
vehicles during any given time period; and 

3. The extent to which vehicles parking in the area during the period 
proposed for parking regulations are commuter vehicles rather than 
resident vehicles. 

3. The community development director city manager or designee may consider for 
proposed designation as a city permit area an area whose streets (or portions 
thereof) qualify by satisfying the following eligibility criteria: 

1. A major portion of the parking capacity is generally occupied; 

2. Such occupancy continues for any consecutive four-hour period and such 
occupancy rate occurs on an average of at least four days per week; 

3. 25 percent of the vehicles occupying the on-street spaces are other than 
area vehicles; and 

4. The requesting area consists of curb space fronting a minimum of ten 
contiguous residences in length.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-4; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 
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HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-5 Area Designation--Process 

1. Persons desiring to have an area designated a parking permit area shall consult 
with the community development director city manager or designee to tentatively 
establish the boundaries of the area proposed for designation. 

2. As soon as practical after consulting with the community development director city 
manager or designee, the proponents of the parking permit area shall submit a 
petition in a form acceptable to the city containing the signatures of a minimum of 
51 percent of the residents living within the boundaries of the area proposed for 
the parking permit area. 

3. As soon as practical after submitting the petition containing the required 
signatures, the proponents of the parking permit area shall submit a list from the 
county assessor's office that list each separate tax parcel/property owner of 
record within the proposed parking permit area together with the complete 
address of such owner. 

4. Upon receipt of the petition containing the required signatures and the list from the 
county assessor's office and on the community development director’s city 
manager or designee’s favorable recommendation to establish a parking permit 
area, the city council, as soon as practicable consistent with scheduling 
constraints, may fix a time, date and location for a public hearing to consider the 
petition and the community development director’s staff’s recommendation to 
designate the proposed area a parking permit area where on-street parking is 
restricted or allowed by area regular permit or temporary visitor permit only. Said 
hearing shall also be conducted for comment and analysis to determine the 
boundaries as well as the appropriate area rules and regulations, parking 
restrictions, issuance of permits, fees and other facets of appropriate 
implementation. 

5. Written notice. 

1. At least ten days prior to the hearing date, written notice of the public 
hearing provided for herein shall be: 

1. Published in a newspaper of general circulation; 
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2. Posted not more than 400 feet apart along the streets proposed in 
the permit area; 

3. Mailed to the property owners within the proposed area; and 

4. On the state public notice website created under U.C.A. 1953, § 
63A-16-601. 

2. The notice shall state the purpose of the hearing, the location of the 
hearing, the proposed boundaries of the parking permit area, the proposed 
permit fee schedules and formulas for issuance, if any, and the location 
where the petition and other information is on file and available for public 
review. 

6. Any interested party shall be entitled to appear and be heard on the public hearing 
subject to city council rules of procedure.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-5; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-6 Area Designation--Approval; Declaration; Conditional Citation Program 

1. Within 30 days following the hearing, the city council shall deny or approve the 
designation of a parking permit area. 

2. If the city council approves creation of a parking permit area, a declaration of 
designation shall be prepared establishing the program, including the boundaries, 
parking regulations, fees, etc., for its administration and implementation. The 
declaration of designation shall be mailed to each property owner supplied 
pursuant to HCC 6-6-5. 

3. As part of a declaration of designation, the city council may establish a conditional 
citation program. The conditional citation program may include such terms and 
conditions as the city council shall determine appropriate and shall be included as 
part of the declaration of designation.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-6; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-7 Signs And Markings In Designated Areas 
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Upon the declaration of designation, the city shall cause appropriate signs, markings 
and/or meters to be erected in the area, indicating prominently thereon the parking 
regulations, the effective date, and conditions under which permit parking shall be 
exempt therefrom.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-7; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-8 Parking Permit--Application; Term 

Each area regular permit shall be valid for one year or portion as set forth in the 
declaration of designation. Permits shall not be transferable but may be renewed 
annually upon reapplication in the manner required by community development the city. 
Each application or reapplication for an area regular permit or guest permit shall contain 
information sufficient to identify the applicant’s identity, claim for permit eligibility, 
authorized residence or business address within the city permit area, the license number 
of the motor vehicle for which application is made, and such other information that may 
be deemed relevant by community development to verify the applicant’s eligibility and 
address within the parking permit area. Applications shall be accompanied by the fee 
established in the declaration of designation.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-8; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-9 Parking Permit--Fees 

To defray program administration costs, the regular permit fee for two permits and one 
guest permit fee shall be as provided in the master fee schedule. The cost to replace a 
lost or stolen regular permit or a guest permit shall be as provided in the master fee 
schedule.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-9; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-10 Parking Permit--Issuance Conditions 

Area regular permits or guest permits shall be issued by community development the 
city. Each such permit shall be designed to state or reflect thereon the particular city 
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permit parking area. No more than one such permit shall be issued for each motor 
vehicle indicated on the application. The number of permits available and the manner for 
allocating permits between various competing resident (as opposed to commuter) 
vehicles, and the manner in which the process will be administered for each designated 
area in the program shall be established in the declaration of designation.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-10; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-11 Parking Permit--Display Required 

Area regular permits or guest permits shall be displayed on or in the authorized vehicle 
by means of an adhesive decal attached to the rear window of the authorized vehicle or 
a cardstock placard hung from the rearview mirror of the authorized vehicle.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-11; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-12 Parking Permit--Activities Permitted 

A motor vehicle bearing an area regular permit or guest permit properly displayed as 
provided for herein shall be permitted to stand or be parked in the parking permit area for 
which the permit has been issued without being limited by parking regulations or 
prohibitions solely applicable to commuter vehicles. The permit does not exempt drivers 
or owners from complying with general parking regulations and penalties imposed by an 
applicable traffic code or ordinance. All other motor vehicles not bearing an area permit 
or guest permit properly displayed as provided for herein that are parked within a parking 
permit area shall be subject to the commuter parking regulations established in the 
declaration of designation and the penalties provided for herein.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-12; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-13 Guest Permits 

The community development director city manager or designee is authorized to issue 
guest permits to residents and businesses located within designated permit areas for 
use of their bona fide transient visitors, service persons, and construction personnel for a 
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limited duration not to exceed 45 days. Prior to expiration, a vehicle bearing a guest 
permit shall have all the parking rights, obligations and privileges given to area 
permittees.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-13; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-14 Revocation Conditions 

1. Faithful compliance with the terms of the permit program is a condition 
subsequent to the privilege of obtaining an area regular permit or guest permit. 
Violation of the terms of the city permit program shall be deemed a forfeiture of 
those privileges. 

1. Any person holding an area regular permit or guest permit that is convicted 
of a violation of this chapter may be required to surrender such permit as a 
part of sentencing. 

2. The community development director city manager or designee is 
authorized to revoke an area regular permit or guest permit of any person 
found to be in violation of this chapter, and, upon written notification 
thereof, the person shall surrender such permit to the city. Failure, when so 
requested, to surrender such a permit so revoked shall constitute an 
infraction. 

3. In the event the community development director the city has good cause 
to believe that any person or entity is abusing the guest permit system, he 
the city shall so notify such person abusing the guest permit system. Any 
further application for a guest permit by such person found abusing the 
guest permit system may be denied for a period of not more than one year. 

2. Any person aggrieved by such a determination made by the community 
development director city manager or designee of this section shall have the right 
to appeal to the city manager within seven days of such determination.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-14; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-15 Enlargement Of Area 
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Any existing parking permit area may be enlarged by following substantially the same 
procedure set forth in HCC 6-6-3 through 6-6-5 for such enlarged area.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-15; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-16 Removal Of Area Designation Or Deletion Of Streets 

The city council may delete an area or selected street from the parking permit area 
according to the following procedure:

1. The city council shall give notice to all addresses within the boundary of the permit 
parking area proposed to be wholly removed from permit parking designation or 
within the boundary of an existing permit parking area where certain streets (or 
portions thereof) are proposed to be deleted from permit parking area that a public 
hearing is to be held to consider this action. Such notice shall be given as 
provided for in HCC 6-6-5(E). 

2. Such notice shall contain: 

1. The date, time and place of the public hearing to consider the proposed 
removal or deletion. 

2. A description of the city council's intention to remove from designation a 
permit parking area or to delete certain streets (or portions thereof) from an 
existing permit parking area. 

3. A listing of the streets (or portions thereof) proposed for removal from 
designation or deletion from a permit parking area. 

3. The hearing shall be conducted as provided herein. 

4. Within 30 days of the public hearing, the city council shall approve or deny the 
proposed removal from permit designation of an entire permit parking area or the 
proposed deletion of certain streets (or portions thereof) from an existing permit 
parking area. 

5. If permit parking area designation is removed from an entire area or if the deletion 
of certain streets (or portions thereof) from an existing permit parking area is 
approved, a declaration of removal shall be prepared and distributed to the areas 
so affected using the criteria outlined herein.
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(Code 2023, § 6-6-16; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-17 Modification Of Regulations 

The city council may modify the rules, regulations or restrictions governing an existing 
permit parking area according to the following procedure:

1. The city council shall give notice to all addresses within the boundary of the 
existing permit area subject to the proposed modifications of a public hearing to 
be held. 

2. Such notice shall contain: 

1. The date, time and place of the public hearing to consider the proposed 
modifications. 

2. A description of the city council's proposed modifications to the existing 
permit parking area. 

3. A listing of the streets (or portions thereof) that will be affected by the 
proposed modifications. 

3. The hearing shall be conducted as provided herein. 

4. Within 30 days of the public hearing, the city council shall approve or deny the 
proposed modification. 

5. If the modification is approved, a notice shall be prepared and distributed to the 
areas so affected using the criteria outlined herein.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-17; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-18 Unlawful Activities; Penalty 

1. It is unlawful and a violation of this chapter for any person to stand or park a motor 
vehicle or to cause the same to be done contrary to the parking regulations 
established pursuant hereto. Such violation shall be punishable by a fine not to 
exceed $100.00. 
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2. It is unlawful and a violation of this chapter for a person to falsely represent 
himself as eligible for an area regular permit or a guest permit, or to furnish false 
information in an application therefor to the community development director city 
manager or designee. 

3. It is unlawful and a violation of this chapter for a person holding an area regular 
permit to permit the use or display of such permit on a motor vehicle other than 
that for which the permit is issued. Such conduct shall constitute an unlawful act 
and violation of this chapter, both by the person holding the valid parking permit 
and the person who so uses or displays the permit on a motor vehicle other than 
that for which it is issued. Such violation shall be punishable by a fine not to 
exceed $200.00. 

4. It is unlawful and a violation of this chapter for a person to copy, produce or 
otherwise bring into existence a facsimile or counterfeit area regular permit or a 
guest permit in order to evade parking regulations applicable in a city permit 
parking area.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-18; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021; Ord. No. 2024-03, exh. A(6-6-18), 
3-13-2024)

This Ordinance, assigned Ordinance No. 2026-xx, shall take effect as soon as it shall be 
published or posted as required by law, deposited and recorded in the office of the City Recorder, 
and accepted as required herein.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 25th day of March, 2026.

HERRIMAN CITY COUNCIL

By: ______________________________________
Lorin Palmer, Mayor

ATTEST:
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________________________________
Jackie Nostrom, Recorder
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CHAPTER 6-6 PARKING PERMIT PROGRAM 

6-6-1 Purpose
6-6-2 Definitions
6-6-3 Area Designation--Authority
6-6-4 Area Designation--Criteria
6-6-5 Area Designation--Process
6-6-6 Area Designation--Approval; Declaration; Conditional Citation Program
6-6-7 Signs And Markings In Designated Areas
6-6-8 Parking Permit--Application; Term
6-6-9 Parking Permit--Fees
6-6-10 Parking Permit--Issuance Conditions
6-6-11 Parking Permit--Display Required
6-6-12 Parking Permit--Activities Permitted
6-6-13 Guest Permits
6-6-14 Revocation Conditions
6-6-15 Enlargement Of Area
6-6-16 Removal Of Area Designation Or Deletion Of Streets
6-6-17 Modification Of Regulations
6-6-18 Unlawful Activities; Penalty

6-6-1 Purpose 

1. There exist certain facilities within the city, such as schools and parks which 
attract commuters seeking parking in nearby areas which are predominantly 
residential in nature. The increased demand often exacerbates the severe 
shortage of on-street parking for residents in such areas. 

2. This chapter authorizes a program and implements a procedural system by 
which residents and businesses within qualifying areas may receive preferential 
treatment when competing with commuter vehicles for available on-street parking 
in predominantly residential neighborhoods of the city. The enactment of a 
preferential parking permit program administered and coordinated by community 
development the department or office designated by the city manager can 
address the adverse effect of motor vehicle congestion caused by the long-term 
parking of commuter vehicles within these areas by: 

1. Increasing access to residents; 

2. Increasing traffic/pedestrian safety by reducing traffic congestion; 
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3. Reducing the adverse environmental impacts on an area created by 
excessive air and noise pollution and the accumulation of trash and refuse 
on public streets; 

4. Encouraging the use of mass transit, carpooling and other alternative 
modes of transaction by reducing commuter vehicle traffic that originates 
from outside the permit area and has no apparent relation to area 
residents; and 

5. Promoting the tranquility, safety, health and welfare of area inhabitants, 
which are desirable attributes that are associated with a positive urban 
environment.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-1; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-2 Definitions 

The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this chapter, shall have the 
meanings ascribed to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a 
different meaning:

Address means the street number and applicable apartment/condominium number for 
each dwelling unit, business, or other use. Each apartment or commercial unit is 
regarded as a separate address.

Area, without reference to zoning, means a geographical region, not necessarily 
contiguous, where residents dwell and businesses may operate.

Area business means any professional establishment or nonresident property owner 
whose business property is located within a city parking permit area.

Area permittee means an area resident or an area business which has received from 
the city an area regular permit.

Area regular permit or regular permit decal means a valid decal or cardstock placard 
hung from the vehicle's rearview mirror issued by the city for assignment to vehicles 
under the legal control of area residents and/or area businesses.

Area resident means any person who is a bona fide resident of a parking permit area.

Area vehicle means a vehicle that originates from inside a parking permit area and is 
under the control of area residents or area business owners and includes automobiles, 
trucks, motorcycles, or other motor-driven forms of transportation. The term "area 
vehicle" does not include boats and trailers.
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City permit area or parking permit area means any area designated by the city council 
as a permit parking area within the corporate limits of the city wherein motor vehicles 
displaying a permit as described herein shall be exempt from parking regulations or 
restrictions solely applicable to commuter vehicles.

City permit program means any city permit parking program, as a whole, administered 
by community developmentthe department or office designated by the city manager.

Commuter vehicle means a motor vehicle parked in a city permit parking area that:

1. Is not under the control of an area resident or area business; and 

2. Does not bear a permit as described herein for the parking permit area.

Dwelling means a building, or portion thereof, which is designated for residential 
purposes. Such dwelling must bear an address. The number of independent dwelling 
units recognized therein shall not exceed the number authorized by the applicable 
zoning ordinances.

Guest permit means the portable cardstock placard issued by the city to area residents 
and area businesses for use on vehicles under the legal control of guests, customers 
and/or clients during periods when persons operating said vehicles are actually visiting 
or engaged in business at the permittee's address not to exceed 45 days.

Lease means a person pays rent or other remuneration for use of a parcel of real 
property as such person's residence or place of business.

Owns means a person has at least one-fourth of the fee or equitable interest in a parcel 
of real property within a city permit parking area.

Permit vehicle means any vehicle properly displaying a regular permit or a guest permit 
issued by the city for authorized use on such vehicles.

Permit year means the 12-month period set for the administration of a city permit area, 
including the expiration and renewal of permit area regular and guest permits.

Program means the process of designation, administration and enforcement of all city 
parking permit areas and regulations established by the city council pursuant to the 
provisions of this chapter.

Regular permit means an adhesive decal or cardstock placard hung from the vehicle's 
rearview mirror that was issued by the city for assignment to vehicles under the legal 
control of area residents and area businesses.

Resident means a person who resides or dwells in the city parking permit area on a 
regular basis.
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(Code 2023, § 6-6-2; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-3 Area Designation--Authority 

The city council may designate as a parking permit area any area, within the corporate 
limits of the city, which the city council finds to satisfy the area designation criteria 
detailed in HCC 6-6-4. Such area shall then be a city permit area in which motor 
vehicles displaying an area regular permit or guest permit may stand or be parked 
without limitations imposed on commuter vehicles by the parking regulations in the area.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-3; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-4 Area Designation--Criteria 

1. An area may be eligible for consideration as a city permit area if the community 
development directorcity manager or designee determines, after proper 
evaluation, that the qualified area is adversely affected by commuter vehicles for 
any extended period during the day or night, on weekends or holidays. 

2. In determining adverse effects upon an area, the community development 
directorcity manager or designee shall analyze and evaluate factors which 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1. The extent of the desire and perception of need by the residents for permit 
parking as evidenced by receipt of petitions as required herein; 

2. The extent to which legal on-street parking spaces are occupied by motor 
vehicles during any given time period; and 

3. The extent to which vehicles parking in the area during the period 
proposed for parking regulations are commuter vehicles rather than 
resident vehicles. 

3. The community development directorcity manager or designee may consider for 
proposed designation as a city permit area an area whose streets (or portions 
thereof) qualify by satisfying the following eligibility criteria: 

1. A major portion of the parking capacity is generally occupied; 

2. Such occupancy continues for any consecutive four-hour period and such 
occupancy rate occurs on an average of at least four days per week; 
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3. 25 percent of the vehicles occupying the on-street spaces are other than 
area vehicles; and 

4. The requesting area consists of curb space fronting a minimum of ten 
contiguous residences in length.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-4; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-5 Area Designation--Process 

1. Persons desiring to have an area designated a parking permit area shall consult 
with the community development directorcity manager or designee to tentatively 
establish the boundaries of the area proposed for designation. 

2. As soon as practical after consulting with the community development directorcity 
manager or designee, the proponents of the parking permit area shall submit a 
petition in a form acceptable to the city containing the signatures of a minimum of 
51 percent of the residents living within the boundaries of the area proposed for 
the parking permit area. 

3. As soon as practical after submitting the petition containing the required 
signatures, the proponents of the parking permit area shall submit a list from the 
county assessor's office that list each separate tax parcel/property owner of 
record within the proposed parking permit area together with the complete 
address of such owner. 

4. Upon receipt of the petition containing the required signatures and the list from 
the county assessor's office and on the community development director'scity 
manager or designee’s favorable recommendation to establish a parking permit 
area, the city council, as soon as practicable consistent with scheduling 
constraints, may fix a time, date and location for a public hearing to consider the 
petition and the community development director's staff’s recommendation to 
designate the proposed area a parking permit area where on-street parking is 
restricted or allowed by area regular permit or temporary visitor permit only. Said 
hearing shall also be conducted for comment and analysis to determine the 
boundaries as well as the appropriate area rules and regulations, parking 
restrictions, issuance of permits, fees and other facets of appropriate 
implementation. 

5. Written notice. 
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1. At least ten days prior to the hearing date, written notice of the public 
hearing provided for herein shall be: 

1. Published in a newspaper of general circulation; 

2. Posted not more than 400 feet apart along the streets proposed in 
the permit area; 

3. Mailed to the property owners within the proposed area; and 

4. On the state public notice website created under U.C.A. 1953, § 
63A-16-601. 

2. The notice shall state the purpose of the hearing, the location of the 
hearing, the proposed boundaries of the parking permit area, the 
proposed permit fee schedules and formulas for issuance, if any, and the 
location where the petition and other information is on file and available for 
public review. 

6. Any interested party shall be entitled to appear and be heard on the public 
hearing subject to city council rules of procedure.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-5; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-6 Area Designation--Approval; Declaration; Conditional Citation Program 

1. Within 30 days following the hearing, the city council shall deny or approve the 
designation of a parking permit area. 

2. If the city council approves creation of a parking permit area, a declaration of 
designation shall be prepared establishing the program, including the 
boundaries, parking regulations, fees, etc., for its administration and 
implementation. The declaration of designation shall be mailed to each property 
owner supplied pursuant to HCC 6-6-5. 

3. As part of a declaration of designation, the city council may establish a 
conditional citation program. The conditional citation program may include such 
terms and conditions as the city council shall determine appropriate and shall be 
included as part of the declaration of designation.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-6; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025
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6-6-7 Signs And Markings In Designated Areas 

Upon the declaration of designation, the city shall cause appropriate signs, markings 
and/or meters to be erected in the area, indicating prominently thereon the parking 
regulations, the effective date, and conditions under which permit parking shall be 
exempt therefrom.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-7; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-8 Parking Permit--Application; Term 

Each area regular permit shall be valid for one year or portion as set forth in the 
declaration of designation. Permits shall not be transferable but may be renewed 
annually upon reapplication in the manner required by community developmentthe city. 
Each application or reapplication for an area regular permit or guest permit shall contain 
information sufficient to identify the applicant's identity, claim for permit eligibility, 
authorized residence or business address within the city permit area, the license 
number of the motor vehicle for which application is made, and such other information 
that may be deemed relevant by community developmentto verify the applicant’s 
eligibility and address within the parking permit area. Applications shall be accompanied 
by the fee established in the declaration of designation.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-8; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-9 Parking Permit--Fees 

To defray program administration costs, the regular permit fee for two permits and one 
guest permit fee shall be as provided in the master fee schedule. The cost to replace a 
lost or stolen regular permit or a guest permit shall be as provided in the master fee 
schedule.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-9; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-10 Parking Permit--Issuance Conditions 

Area regular permits or guest permits shall be issued by community developmentthe 
city. Each such permit shall be designed to state or reflect thereon the particular city 
permit parking area. No more than one such permit shall be issued for each motor 
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vehicle indicated on the application. The number of permits available and the manner 
for allocating permits between various competing resident (as opposed to commuter) 
vehicles, and the manner in which the process will be administered for each designated 
area in the program shall be established in the declaration of designation.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-10; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-11 Parking Permit--Display Required 

Area regular permits or guest permits shall be displayed on or in the authorized vehicle 
by means of an adhesive decal attached to the rear window of the authorized vehicle or 
a cardstock placard hung from the rearview mirror of the authorized vehicle.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-11; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-12 Parking Permit--Activities Permitted 

A motor vehicle bearing an area regular permit or guest permit properly displayed as 
provided for herein shall be permitted to stand or be parked in the parking permit area 
for which the permit has been issued without being limited by parking regulations or 
prohibitions solely applicable to commuter vehicles. The permit does not exempt drivers 
or owners from complying with general parking regulations and penalties imposed by an 
applicable traffic code or ordinance. All other motor vehicles not bearing an area permit 
or guest permit properly displayed as provided for herein that are parked within a 
parking permit area shall be subject to the commuter parking regulations established in 
the declaration of designation and the penalties provided for herein.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-12; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-13 Guest Permits 

The community development directorcity manager or designee is authorized to issue 
guest permits to residents and businesses located within designated permit areas for 
use of their bona fide transient visitors, service persons, and construction personnel for 
a limited duration not to exceed 45 days. Prior to expiration, a vehicle bearing a guest 
permit shall have all the parking rights, obligations and privileges given to area 
permittees.
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(Code 2023, § 6-6-13; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-14 Revocation Conditions 

1. Faithful compliance with the terms of the permit program is a condition 
subsequent to the privilege of obtaining an area regular permit or guest permit. 
Violation of the terms of the city permit program shall be deemed a forfeiture of 
those privileges. 

1. Any person holding an area regular permit or guest permit that is 
convicted of a violation of this chapter may be required to surrender such 
permit as a part of sentencing. 

2. The community development directorcity manager or designee is 
authorized to revoke an area regular permit or guest permit of any person 
found to be in violation of this chapter, and, upon written notification 
thereof, the person shall surrender such permit to the community 
development directorcity. Failure, when so requested, to surrender such a 
permit so revoked shall constitute an infraction. 

3. In the event the community development directorcity has good cause to 
believe that any person or entity is abusing the guest permit system, he 
the city shall so notify such person abusing the guest permit system. Any 
further application for a guest permit by such person found abusing the 
guest permit system may be denied for a period of not more than one 
year. 

2. Any person aggrieved by such a determination made by the community 
development directorcity manager or designee of this section shall have the right 
to appeal to the city manager within seven days of such determination.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-14; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-15 Enlargement Of Area 

Any existing parking permit area may be enlarged by following substantially the same 
procedure set forth in HCC 6-6-3 through 6-6-5 for such enlarged area.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-15; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 
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HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-16 Removal Of Area Designation Or Deletion Of Streets 

The city council may delete an area or selected street from the parking permit area 
according to the following procedure:

1. The city council shall give notice to all addresses within the boundary of the 
permit parking area proposed to be wholly removed from permit parking 
designation or within the boundary of an existing permit parking area where 
certain streets (or portions thereof) are proposed to be deleted from permit 
parking area that a public hearing is to be held to consider this action. Such 
notice shall be given as provided for in HCC 6-6-5(E). 

2. Such notice shall contain: 

1. The date, time and place of the public hearing to consider the proposed 
removal or deletion. 

2. A description of the city council's intention to remove from designation a 
permit parking area or to delete certain streets (or portions thereof) from 
an existing permit parking area. 

3. A listing of the streets (or portions thereof) proposed for removal from 
designation or deletion from a permit parking area. 

3. The hearing shall be conducted as provided herein. 

4. Within 30 days of the public hearing, the city council shall approve or deny the 
proposed removal from permit designation of an entire permit parking area or the 
proposed deletion of certain streets (or portions thereof) from an existing permit 
parking area. 

5. If permit parking area designation is removed from an entire area or if the 
deletion of certain streets (or portions thereof) from an existing permit parking 
area is approved, a declaration of removal shall be prepared and distributed to 
the areas so affected using the criteria outlined herein.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-16; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-17 Modification Of Regulations 
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The city council may modify the rules, regulations or restrictions governing an existing 
permit parking area according to the following procedure:

1. The city council shall give notice to all addresses within the boundary of the 
existing permit area subject to the proposed modifications of a public hearing to 
be held. 

2. Such notice shall contain: 

1. The date, time and place of the public hearing to consider the proposed 
modifications. 

2. A description of the city council's proposed modifications to the existing 
permit parking area. 

3. A listing of the streets (or portions thereof) that will be affected by the 
proposed modifications. 

3. The hearing shall be conducted as provided herein. 

4. Within 30 days of the public hearing, the city council shall approve or deny the 
proposed modification. 

5. If the modification is approved, a notice shall be prepared and distributed to the 
areas so affected using the criteria outlined herein.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-17; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021) 

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2025-13 on 5/14/2025

6-6-18 Unlawful Activities; Penalty 

1. It is unlawful and a violation of this chapter for any person to stand or park a 
motor vehicle or to cause the same to be done contrary to the parking regulations 
established pursuant hereto. Such violation shall be punishable by a fine not to 
exceed $100.00. 

2. It is unlawful and a violation of this chapter for a person to falsely represent 
himself as eligible for an area regular permit or a guest permit, or to furnish false 
information in an application therefor to the community development directorcity 
manager or designee. 

3. It is unlawful and a violation of this chapter for a person holding an area regular 
permit to permit the use or display of such permit on a motor vehicle other than 
that for which the permit is issued. Such conduct shall constitute an unlawful act 
and violation of this chapter, both by the person holding the valid parking permit 
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and the person who so uses or displays the permit on a motor vehicle other than that for 
which it is issued. Such violation shall be punishable by a fine not to exceed $200.00. 

4. It is unlawful and a violation of this chapter for a person to copy, produce or 
otherwise bring into existence a facsimile or counterfeit area regular permit or a 
guest permit in order to evade parking regulations applicable in a city permit 
parking area.

(Code 2023, § 6-6-18; Ord. No. 2021-10, 4-14-2021; Ord. No. 2024-03, exh. A(6-6-18), 
3-13-2024)
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S T A F F  R E P O R T

DATE: March 11, 2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Anthony Teuscher, Deputy Director of Parks, Recreation, and Events

SUBJECT:  Consideration to Approve the Herriman Parks Mowing Contract

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff recommends awarding the Herriman City Parks Mowing Services contract to Huskiez 
Landscaping as the highest-ranked proposer and authorizing the City to enter into contract 
negotiations. Should negotiations not be successful, staff recommends Cutting Edge Landscape 
as the first alternate contractor and Lawn Butler Holdings as the second alternate contractor.

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:

Consideration and approval to award the Parks Mowing Services contract to Huskie’z 
Landscaping following the competitive Request for Proposals (RFP) process.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN:

LV 8.1 – Parks and amenities standards 

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY:

Herriman City issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) seeking qualified contractors to provide 
mowing services for City parks. The purpose of the RFP was to identify a contractor capable of 
providing reliable, high-quality turf maintenance services that meet the City’s operational 
standards and service expectations.
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A total of 19 proposals were received and evaluated by a 5-person review committee comprised 
of 3 separate city departments. Proposals were scored based on the evaluation criteria outlined in 
the RFP, which included:

• Project Team Organization and Qualifications – 25%
• Scope of Services – 25%
• Cost – 25%
• Schedule – 25%

Each proposal was reviewed and scored independently by members of the evaluation committee. 
Final rankings were determined based on average total scores.

DISCUSSION:

The following is a brief summary of the proposals from the top 5 ranked candidates: 

Cutting Edge Landscape

Cutting Edge Landscape proposes a traditional multi-crew mowing operation focused on 
reliability, route efficiency, and redundancy of equipment. They emphasize structured routing 
and supervisory inspections for municipal contracts.
Proposed Crew Structure

• 3–4 dedicated mowing crews
• Crew composition:

o 1 Crew Lead
o 2–3 Crew Members (depending on site size)

• Two smaller 2-person crews for park strips and tighter areas
• Two 3–4 person crews for larger parks
• Estimated ~294 labor hours per week

Proposed Equipment
• 72"+ specialty commercial zero-turn mowers
• 60–72" zero-turn mowers
• 48–54" stand-on mowers
• Commercial walk-behind mowers
• Backup mower units and handheld equipment
• Company reports ~46 maintenance mowers in their fleet

Operational Notes
• Dedicated crews assigned to the contract
• Equipment redundancy to prevent service interruptions
• Multiple crews allow parks to be serviced simultaneously, providing flexibility to 

maintain weekly mowing cycles and adjust routes during peak growth periods or weather 
delays

Elite Grounds
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Elite Grounds proposes a single larger dedicated crew supported by commercial wide-area 
mowing equipment designed for municipal properties.
Proposed Crew Structure

• 6–8 field personnel
• Led by an on-site crew leader
• Staffing scalable depending on seasonal demand

Proposed Equipment
• 96" wide-area commercial mowers for large turf areas
• 60" and 44–52" zero-turn mowers
• Walk-behind mowers for tight areas and park strips
• Fleet vehicles equipped with GPS tracking

Operational Notes
• Focus on route monitoring using GPS
• Standard municipal mowing approach with wide-area mowing equipment
• Larger crew size and wide-area mowers are intended to allow efficient completion of 

weekly mowing routes across larger park sites

Horticultural Group – Herriman City’s Previous Fertilization Contractor

Horticultural Group proposes a hybrid autonomous mowing model, combining robotic mowing 
with a small conventional crew.
Proposed Crew Structure

• 1 conventional crew (3 personnel):
o Crew Lead / Operator
o Grounds Specialist (trimming/edging)
o Grounds Technician

• 3 autonomous mower units operating alongside the crew
Proposed Equipment

• Voyager autonomous robotic mowers
• Conventional mowing equipment for backup and specialty areas
• Battery-forward equipment strategy to reduce noise and emissions

Operational Model
• “One Human + One Robot” concept
• Robots perform base mowing
• Crew focuses on:

o trimming
o edging
o cleanup
o public interface

• Autonomous mowing runs concurrently with the crew to maintain weekly service levels
• Continuous robotic mowing is intended to support consistent mowing intervals and help 

maintain weekly service levels across park properties

 

94    



City Council
Page 4

Huskie’z Landscaping – Herriman City’s Previous Mowing Contractor

Huskie’z is a large regional contractor specializing in municipal work with significant staffing 
and mowing capacity. Huskie’z has provided mowing services for Herriman City since 2015 and 
has consistently delivered strong performance while maintaining competitive pricing throughout 
their tenure.

Proposed Crew Structure
Typical crews of 4–8 workers

• Example crew structure:
o Foreman
o 2–5 crew members

• Estimated 6-person crews for primary mowing operations
• A six-person crew can mow 1.4–1.6 million sq ft per day

Proposed Equipment
• 150” Jacobsen commercial mower
• 72" Exmark commercial mowers
• Weed trimmers
• Edgers
• Fully owned fleet of mowing and landscape equipment

Operational Notes
• Long history in municipal maintenance
• High-capacity crews designed for large acreage coverage
• Large crew size and equipment capacity allow the contractor to maintain weekly mowing 

schedules even during periods of rapid turf growth

Lawn Butler Holdings

Lawn Butler is a large regional company (part of the Outworx Group) with significant workforce 
capacity and a large equipment fleet.

Proposed Crew Structure
• 2 crews assigned weekly
• Each crew led by an experienced crew lead
• Additional supervision and scheduling adjustments as needed

Proposed Equipment
• 1 × 96" wide-area mower
• 2 × 60" commercial mowers
• 2 × 30" mowers
• Additional handheld equipment (trimmers, edging tools)

Operational Notes
• Large corporate support structure
• Crews trained for high-visibility public park environments
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• Two dedicated crews are proposed to maintain weekly mowing schedules, with the 
ability to deploy additional company resources if needed

Recommended Contractor

City staff reviewed each proposal based on several key factors including contractor experience, 
staffing capacity, equipment resources, operational approach, and ability to maintain the required 
mowing schedule for Herriman City parks and landscaped areas.

Staff reviewed all submitted proposals to determine each contractor’s ability to provide mowing 
services at the scale required by the City. Several proposals utilized traditional multi-crew 
mowing models supported by commercial mowing equipment, while one proposal incorporated 
autonomous mowing technology to supplement a smaller crew. Proposals also varied in staffing 
structures, with some contractors proposing multiple dedicated crews and others relying on 
larger crews or broader company resources to maintain service schedules. While several 
contractors demonstrated approaches that align well with the City’s operational needs and 
service expectations, staff identified differences in proposed staffing models and operational 
capacity that may affect the ability of some contractors to consistently meet the City’s service 
requirements.

Contractors with larger equipment fleets and multiple crews demonstrated greater operational 
redundancy, which may provide additional flexibility when addressing weather delays, seasonal 
turf growth, or equipment maintenance. Other proposals focused on route efficiency through 
wide-area mowing equipment or technological innovations designed to maintain consistent 
mowing intervals.

Based on the evaluation of proposals, contractor qualifications, and past performance, staff 
recommends that the City continue to utilize Huskie’z a contractor that demonstrates the ability 
to reliably maintain service levels across the City’s park system while providing competitive 
pricing and sufficient operational capacity. Their proposal includes experienced crews, 
commercial mowing equipment, and the capacity to maintain the City’s required mowing 
schedule.

Staff therefore recommends award of the contract to the highest-ranked responsive proposal, 
Huskie’z Landscaping, following completion of the City’s evaluation and procurement process.

Scoring Matrix:

Company
Reviewer 

1
Reviewer 

2
Reviewer 

3
Reviewer 

4
Reviewer 

5 Average Rank
Aeroscape 80.9 87.9 81.9 86.9 84.9 84.5 10
Boulder Landscaping 57.6 79.5 80.5 75.5 85.5 75.7 16
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BrighView Landscape Service 80.7 69.7 84.7 86.7 69.7 78.3 15
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Horticulture Group $9,197.35 $275,920.50
Huskiez Landscaping $10,587.00 $317,610.00
Landscape Solutions $23,961.00 $718,830.00
Lawn Butler Holdings $9,702.17 $291,065 
LMS $17,482.32 $524,469.56
MD Property Services $35,438.00 $1,063,140.00
Milburn Lawn & Landscape $13,819.00 $414,570.00
Olympus Maintenance of Utah $15,539.00 $466,170.00
Robo Pro $12,836.55 $385,096.63
Roth Landscape Services $15,845.59 $475,367.78
Rubicon $372,308.64  
Thrive Landscaping $17,687.50 $530,625.00
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Company Reviewer 1 Reviewer 2 Reviewer 3 Reviewer 4 Reviewer 5 Average Rank

Aeroscape 80.9 87.9 81.9 86.9 84.9 84.5 10

Boulder Landscaping 57.6 79.5 80.5 75.5 85.5 75.7 16

BrighView Landscape Service 80.7 69.7 84.7 86.7 69.7 78.3 15

Cutting Edge Landscape 91.9 93.9 91.9 86.9 90.9 91.1 2

Elite Grounds 89.7 90.7 90.7 88.7 91.7 90.3 5

Golden Landscaping & Lawn 83.9 83.9 85.9 87.9 89.9 86.3 6

Green Touch 83.9 85.9 84.9 86.9 85.9 85.5 9

Horticulture Group 91.0 90.0 95.0 87.0 90.0 90.6 4

Huskiez Landscaping 96.7 95.7 95.7 96.7 95.7 96.1 1

Landscape Solutions 55.6 66.6 67.6 67.6 63.6 64.2 19

Lawn Butler Holdings 91.7 89.7 92.7 89.7 89.7 90.7 3

LMS 79.2 82.2 84.2 84.2 83.2 82.6 13

MD Property Services 70.5 76.5 70.5 80.5 74.5 74.5 17

Milburn Lawn & Landscape 85.6 88.6 84.6 86.6 82.6 85.6 7

Olympus Maintenance of Utah 83.8 82.8 79.8 81.8 86.8 83.0 12

Robo Pro 81.9 81.9 88.9 77.9 85.9 83.3 11

Roth Landscape Services 82.5 83.5 87.5 89.5 84.5 85.5 8

Rubicon 60.6 72.6 68.6 68.6 70.6 68.2 18

Thrive Landscaping 75.0 80.0 79.0 83.0 80.0 79.4 14

Company Weekly Price Seasonal Price

Aeroscape $14,487.66 $434,629.86

Boulder Landscaping $18,239.00 $547,170.00

BrighView Landscape Service $13,759.23 $412,776.97

Cutting Edge Landscape $10,521.77 $315,652.97

Elite Grounds $11,658.00 $349,740.00

Golden Landscaping & Lawn $12,166.00 $364,980.00

Green Touch $385,501.31

Horticulture Group $9,197.35 $275,920.50

Huskiez Landscaping $10,587.00 $317,610.00

Landscape Solutions $23,961.00 $718,830.00

Lawn Butler Holdings $9,702.17 $291,065

LMS $17,482.32 $524,469.56

MD Property Services $35,438.00 $1,063,140.00

Milburn Lawn & Landscape $13,819.00 $414,570.00

Olympus Maintenance of Utah $15,539.00 $466,170.00

Robo Pro $12,836.55 $385,096.63

Roth Landscape Services $15,845.59 $475,367.78

Rubicon $372,308.64

Thrive Landscaping $17,687.50 $530,625.00

Cost Comparison 
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Company Project Team Organization & Qualification (25 pts) Scope (25 pts) Cost (25 pts) Schedule (25 pts) Total Score (100 pts) Price per SF Weekly Price Seasonal Price Comments

Aeroscape 20 20 15.9 25 80.9 $0.001790 $14,487.66 $434,629.86 Does not give detail about equipment or personel. Pricing is high.

Boulder Landscaping 20 20 12.6 5 57.6 $18,239.00 $547,170.00

 Very high price. Did not give price per square foot as requested.  Lacked 

specificity and detailed information. No schedule info.

BrighView Landscape Service 22 22 16.7 20 80.7 $0.001700 $13,759.23 $412,776.97

Priced high. Didn't include letter. Didn't provide a great price proposal. Included 

price per linear foot for edging/trimming.

Cutting Edge Landscape 23 22 21.9 25 91.9 $0.001300 $10,521.77 $315,652.97 Good proposal. Good price.

Elite Grounds 23 22 19.7 25 89.7 $11,658.00 $349,740.00 Good proposal. 

Golden Landscaping & Lawn 23 22 18.9 20 83.9 $12,166.00 $364,980.00 Didn't provide a detailed schedule.

Green Touch 20 21 17.9 25 83.9 $0.047630 $385,501.31 Didn't provide season length. Lacks demonstraton of  similar type maintenance.

Horticulture Group 22 20 25.0 24 91.0 $0.001281 $9,197.35 $275,920.50

Not impressed with prior servieces from them. Question the ability to cover the 

requiered area with autonomous mowers. Do not have confidence in their work 

based on previous history with the company. Autonomous mowing technology is 

still new. References were not favorable and said they did not provide mowing 

services for them.

Huskiez Landscaping 25 25 21.7 25 96.7 $10,587.00 $317,610.00

Have experinece with them. Very satisfied with their past work for the city. Very 

professional. Established schedule. They already know the nuances and 

geogrophy of the city. 

Landscape Solutions 20 21 9.6 5 55.6 $23,961.00 $718,830.00 Lacked detail. Only had a payment schedule.

Lawn Butler Holdings 22 22 23.7 24 91.7 $9,702.17 $291,065 Lowest price. Concerns about upholding contract at that price.

LMS 21 22 13.2 23 79.2 $0.002160 $17,482.32 $524,469.56 Very high price.

MD Property Services 20 21 6.5 23 70.5 $35,438.00 $1,063,140.00 Good proposal. Very high price.

Milburn Lawn & Landscape 22 22 16.6 25 85.6 $13,819.00 $414,570.00 Very high price.

Olympus Maintenance of Utah 23 23 14.8 23 83.8 $0.001920 $15,539.00 $466,170.00 Very high price. 

Robo Pro 20 21 17.9 23 81.9 $0.001586 $12,836.55 $385,096.63

Mowers are stored and charged on site. New technology and young company. 

Not much experience.

Roth Landscape Services 22 23 14.5 23 82.5 $0.001900 $15,845.59 $475,367.78

Rubicon 20 17 0.6 23 60.6 $0.046000 $372,308.64 $11,169,259.08

Must be a mistake. .046 must be a seasonl price per SF. Small crew and small 

mowers. Looks more like a residential mowing company.

Thrive Landscaping 20 20 13.0 22 75.0 $0.056000 $17,687.50 $530,625.00 Very high price.

Price/sf Weeks in season

8,093,666                            30
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Rank Company Project Team Organization & Qualification (25 pts) Scope (25 pts) Cost (25 pts) Schedule (25 pts) Total Score (100 pts) Comments 8093666 Total $$ 30

7 Aeroscape 23 25 15.9 24 87.9 Large company, equiped to handle job, per hr $45 $0.001790 $14,487.66 $434,630

15 Boulder Landscaping 21 22 13.5 23 79.5 No per sq ft price, per hr $65 $510,713

18 BrighView Landscape Service 23 15 16.7 15 69.7 Cost not clearly defined $0.001700 $13,759.23 $412,777 This is only                                

2 Cutting Edge Landscape 23 25 21.9 24 93.9 No fuel surcharge, per hr $75 $0.001300 $10,521.77 $315,653

3 Elite Grounds 23 25 19.7 23 90.7 per hr $65 $11,658.00 $349,740

9 Golden Landscaping & Lawn 23 22 18.9 20 83.9 per hr $70 $12,166.00 $364,980

8 Green Touch 22 23 17.9 23 85.9 No fuel surcharge, per hr $75 $0.047630 $385,501 sq ft per se  

4 Horticulture Group 21 22 25.0 22 90.0 some robot & battery, per hr $65 (varies) $0.001281 $9,197.35 $275,921

1 Huskiez Landscaping 25 25 21.7 24 95.7 per hr $70 $10,587.00 $317,610

19 Landscape Solutions 22 20 9.6 15 66.6 no schedule or scope info $23,961.00 $718,830

5 Lawn Butler Holdings 22 22 23.7 22 89.7 per hr $50 $9,702.17 $291,065

12 LMS 22 25 13.2 22 82.2 per hr $45 $0.002160 $17,482.32 $524,470

16 MD Property Services 23 25 6.5 22 76.5 $35,438.00 $1,063,140

6 Milburn Lawn & Landscape 23 25 16.6 24 88.6 per hr $55 $13,819.00 $414,570

11 Olympus Maintenance of Utah 22 23 14.8 23 82.8 $0.001920 $15,539.00 $466,170

13 Robo Pro 22 20 17.9 22 81.9 robots?, per hr $45 $0.001586 $12,836.55 $385,097

10 Roth Landscape Services 23 22 14.5 24 83.5 per hr $50 $0.001900 $15,845.59 $475,368

17 Rubicon 23 25 0.6 24 72.6 per hr $45, per week or per season price? $0.046000 $372,308.64 $11,169,259 They indica                              

14 Thrive Landscaping 21 24 13.0 22 80.0 per hr $50 $0.056000 $17,687.50 $530,625 sq ft per se  

General notes on my evaluation: Proposals were based on between 26-32 weeks. I converted all pricing to a total based on 30 weeks.  

I would be concerned with some of the proposals using robot mowing technology. I'm not confident in new technology serving us well without more of a track record to go on. 
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Rank Company Project Team Organization & Qualification (25 pts) Scope (25 pts) Cost (25 pts) Schedule (25 pts) Total Score (100 pts) Comments 8093666 Total $$ 30

13 Aeroscape 19 25 15.9 22 81.9 7 day wrk wk, not sure on crew members, per hr $45 $0.001790 $14,487.66 $434,630

14 Boulder Landscaping 20 23 13.5 24 80.5

5 day wrk wk, 12 crew mem, won't be liable for propery 

damages $510,713

10 BrighView Landscape Service 25 20 16.7 23 84.7 no per hr $, 3 crews 9 crew mem, $0.001700 $13,759.23 $412,777

This is only mowing, not edging/trimming. They give a price per linear foot of 

trimming and edging. We don't know and they don't know how many linear feet 

we have. This number is meaningless. 

4 Cutting Edge Landscape 24 23 21.9 23 91.9 No fuel surcharge, per hr $75, 8 crew mem, $0.001300 $10,521.77 $315,653

5 Elite Grounds 23 23 19.7 25 90.7 per hr $65, 6-8 crew mem, 4 day wrk wk, $11,658.00 $349,740

8 Golden Landscaping & Lawn 22 24 18.9 21 85.9 per hr $70, 6-8 crew mem, $12,166.00 $364,980

9 Green Touch 22 23 17.9 22 84.9 No fuel surcharge, per hr $75, 8-12 crew mem, $0.047630 $385,501 sq ft per season pricing

2 Horticulture Group 23 24 25.0 23 95.0 3 robot & battery, 3 crew, per hr $65 (varies) 5 day wrk w $0.001281 $9,197.35 $275,921

1 Huskiez Landscaping 25 24 21.7 25 95.7 per hr $70, 4 day wrk wk, 4-8 per crews, $10,587.00 $317,610

19 Landscape Solutions 19 20 9.6 19 67.6 no schedule or scope info, no per hr $ $23,961.00 $718,830

3 Lawn Butler Holdings 20 25 23.7 24 92.7 per hr $50, 2 crews $9,702.17 $291,065

12 LMS 22 25 13.2 24 84.2 per hr $45, 2 crews w 4 mem, $0.002160 $17,482.32 $524,470 Contract needs adjusted for Cemetery Main street mow for Memorial day

17 MD Property Services 24 20 6.5 20 70.5 4 crews-3 mem each, no per hr$ $35,438.00 $1,063,140

11 Milburn Lawn & Landscape 20 25 16.6 23 84.6 per hr $55, 2crew with 3 each, $13,819.00 $414,570

15 Olympus Maintenance of Utah 22 20 14.8 23 79.8 10-15 locations per day, no per hr $ $0.001920 $15,539.00 $466,170

6 Robo Pro 23 25 17.9 23 88.9 6 robots stationed at locations, per hr $45 $0.001586 $12,836.55 $385,097 Who would pay for power?

7 Roth Landscape Services 25 25 14.5 23 87.5 per hr $50, 3 crews of 3 each $0.001900 $15,845.59 $475,368

18 Rubicon 21 25 0.6 22 68.6 per hr $45, per week or per season price? 4 crews of 2-3  $0.046000 $372,308.64 $11,169,259

They indicate .046 is a per week per sq ft price but this must be a mistake. I used 

this as a per season price, but this needs to be confirmed.

16 Thrive Landscaping 22 23 13.0 21 79.0 per hr $50, 1 supervisor w/ 3-6 techs $0.056000 $17,687.50 $530,625 sq ft per season pricing

General notes on my evaluation: Proposals were based on between 26-32 weeks. I converted all pricing to a total based on 30 weeks.  

I would be concerned with some of the proposals using robot mowing technology. 
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Rank Company Project Team Organization & Qualification (25 pts) Scope (25 pts) Cost (25 pts) Schedule (25 pts) Total Score (100 pts) Comments 8093666 Total $$

8 Aeroscape 25 23 15.9 23 86.9 5 day $0.001790 $14,487.66 $434,630

17 Boulder Landscaping 20 22 13.5 20 75.5 no schedule, no experience w/ something this large $510,713

10 BrighView Landscape Service 25 25 16.7 20 86.7 Cost not clearly defined, large company that’s organized $0.001700 $13,759.23 $412,777

9 Cutting Edge Landscape 23 22 21.9 20 86.9 large compnay w/backup, no days scheduled $0.001300 $10,521.77 $315,653

4 Elite Grounds 24 24 19.7 21 88.7 exp w/ lrg jobs, 4 day weeks, does a lot of municple $11,658.00 $349,740

5 Golden Landscaping & Lawn 25 23 18.9 21 87.9 not a large crew but lrg company w/ exp $12,166.00 $364,980

7 Green Touch 20 24 17.9 25 86.9 well planned schedule, no ex of large clients $0.047630 $385,501

6 Horticulture Group 22 20 25.0 20 87.0 vauge schedule, robots?, young company w/ not much e $0.001281 $9,197.35 $275,921

1 Huskiez Landscaping 25 25 21.7 25 96.7 schedule listed works, great service over the years $10,587.00 $317,610

19 Landscape Solutions 20 23 9.6 15 67.6 lrg comp, lrg crew, no schedule, no referrals but organized $23,961.00 $718,830

2 Lawn Butler Holdings 23 23 23.7 20 89.7 lrg comp, lrg crew, no map, no referrals but organized $9,702.17 $291,065

12 LMS 25 23 13.2 23 84.2 small crew, based on size no location, well organized $0.002160 $17,482.32 $524,470

15 MD Property Services 25 25 6.5 24 80.5 lrg comp, lrg crew, Friday is open, well organized $35,438.00 $1,063,140

11 Milburn Lawn & Landscape 23 22 16.6 25 86.6 small crew, great schedule, exp with larger jobs $13,819.00 $414,570

14 Olympus Maintenance of Utah 22 23 14.8 22 81.8 smalle crew, no schedule but days seems ok, concerened      $0.001920 $15,539.00 $466,170

16 Robo Pro 20 20 17.9 20 77.9 small crew, no schedule, organized but no exp with our s $0.001586 $12,836.55 $385,097

3 Roth Landscape Services 25 25 14.5 25 89.5 understands the need, brokw out schedule, great exp wi  $0.001900 $15,845.59 $475,368

18 Rubicon 23 23 0.6 22 68.6 largecrew, no real schedule, organized with exp $0.046000 $372,308.64 $11,169,259

13 Thrive Landscaping 23 24 13.0 23 83.0 understands the need, no real schedule, large exp comp $0.056000 $17,687.50 $530,625

General notes on my evaluation: Proposals were based on between 26-32 weeks. I converted all pricing to a total based on 30 weeks.  
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Company Project Team Organization & Qualification (25 pts) Scope (25 pts) Cost (25 pts) Schedule (25 pts) Total Score (100 pts) Comments Rank

Aeroscape 24 24 15.9 21 84.9 11

Boulder Landscaping 22 25 13.5 25 85.5 10

BrighView Landscape Service 23 15 16.7 15 69.7 18

Cutting Edge Landscape 23 25 21.9 21 90.9 3

Elite Grounds 25 25 19.7 22 91.7 2

Golden Landscaping & Lawn 23 23 18.9 25 89.9 5

Green Touch 24 22 17.9 22 85.9 9

Horticulture Group 23 21 25.0 21 90.0 4

Huskiez Landscaping 25 25 21.7 24 95.7 1

Landscape Solutions 24 15 9.6 15 63.6 19

Lawn Butler Holdings 21 22 23.7 23 89.7 6

LMS 21 24 13.2 25 83.2 13

MD Property Services 22 22 6.5 24 74.5 16

Milburn Lawn & Landscape 21 22 16.6 23 82.6 14

Olympus Maintenance of Utah 24 24 14.8 24 86.8 7

Robo Pro 25 21 17.9 22 85.9 8

Roth Landscape Services 23 25 14.5 22 84.5 12

Rubicon 22 23 0.6 25 70.6 17

Thrive Landscaping 22 21 13.0 24 80.0 15
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RE: HERRIMAN CITY – PARK MOWING, TRIMMING AND EDGING RFP HERR02102026 

RFP Qualifications and Questions: 

3.1 

Dear Herriman City Evaluation Committee, 

Cutting Edge Landscape is pleased to submit our proposal for the Herriman City Park Mowing Services 
Request for Proposals. We appreciate the opportunity to partner with Herriman City in maintaining the 
beauty, safety, and usability of its parks and public spaces. 

At Cutting Edge Landscape, we understand that public parks reflect the community. Consistent, high-
quality mowing and grounds maintenance are essential not only for appearance, but also for public 
safety and long-term turf health. Our team is committed to delivering dependable service, professional 
communication, and meticulous attention to detail on every site we maintain. 

Our company is fully licensed and insured, and our crews are trained in efficient routing, equipment 
safety, and proactive property care. We utilize well-maintained commercial-grade equipment to ensure 
clean cuts, minimal turf stress, and timely completion of all scheduled services. We also prioritize 
responsiveness and accountability, with dedicated management oversight to ensure contract standards 
are consistently met or exceeded. 

Cutting Edge Landscape takes pride in building long-term partnerships with municipalities and 
organizations through reliability, transparency, and performance. We are confident that our experience, 
operational systems, and commitment to excellence make us a strong partner for Herriman City. 

Thank you for your consideration. We look forward to the opportunity to contribute to the continued 
quality and appearance of Herriman’s parks and community spaces. 

Sincerely, 

 

Jeremy Bailey 
Cutting Edge Landscape 
Business Development Manager 
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Project Title: Park Mowing, Trimming and Edging 

Solicitation / RFP Number: REF# HERR02102026 

Proposal Due Date: 2/27/2026 

 

Submitted To: 

Herriman City Parks 
5355 W Herriman Main St 
Herriman, UT 84096 

 

Submitted By: 

Cutting Edge Landscape 

Salt Lake City, Utah 

Website: www.cuttingedgelandscape.com 

 

Company Information: 

• Legal Business Name: Cutting Edge Landscape Utah LLC 

• Business Structure: LLC 

• State of Incorporation: Utah 

• Utah Contractor License #: 11440186-5501 

• Years in Business: 31 

• Employee Count: 417 total, 108 in Salt Lake Branch 

• Equipment Count: 

o 31 Maintenance Trucks 

o 14 Maintenance Trailers 

o 46 Maintenance Mowers 
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3.2 - 

 

Company Experience and Proven Performance 

Cutting Edge Landscape has extensive experience providing commercial and municipal mowing services 
for parks, HOAs, schools, athletic fields, and large commercial properties. We understand the scheduling 
precision, consistency, and quality standards required to maintain high-visibility public spaces. 

Our team has successfully managed multi-site contracts requiring strict adherence to performance 
specifications and service frequencies. We utilize structured route scheduling, dedicated crew 
assignments, supervisory inspections, and equipment redundancy to ensure reliable, uninterrupted 
service. Our proven performance record is built on consistency, accountability, and responsive 
communication with municipal clients. 

 

Staffing and Supervisory Structure 

For the Herriman City Park Mowing contract, Cutting Edge Landscape will assign dedicated crews 
supported by active management oversight to ensure performance standards are met or exceeded. 

Proposed Staffing Structure: 

• 1 Account Manager / Operations Supervisor – Primary City contact; oversees scheduling, 
compliance, and quality control. 

• 1 Field Supervisor – Manages daily operations, safety compliance, and field inspections. 

• 3-4 Dedicated Mowing Crews (as required by acreage and frequency), each consisting of: 

o 1 Crew Lead 

o 2–3 Landscape Technicians 

This structure provides adequate staffing levels, flexibility for weather recovery, and sufficient manpower 
to maintain all assigned parks within required service intervals. 

All personnel are trained in commercial equipment operation, safety protocols, turf best practices, and 
public-facing professionalism. 

 

Equipment and Capacity 

Cutting Edge Landscape utilizes commercial-grade, professionally maintained equipment appropriate for 
large municipal properties. Equipment includes: 

Mowing Equipment: 

• 72”+ Specialty Commercial Zero-Turn Mowers (specialty units for extra-large areas) 

• 60”–72” Commercial Zero-Turn Mowers (primary units for large turf areas) 
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• 48”–54” Stand-On Mowers (for medium and tighter areas) 

• Commercial Walk-Behind Mowers (for confined or sensitive turf areas) 

Trimming and Edging: 

• Commercial String Trimmers 

• Stick Edgers 

• Bed Edgers (as needed) 

Cleanup: 

• Commercial Backpack Blowers 

• Hand tools and brooms for detailed finishing 

Support and Redundancy: 

• Fully equipped trucks and trailers 

• Backup mower units and handheld equipment to prevent service disruption 

Adequate staffing levels and appropriate equipment capacity ensure the City’s performance standards 
are consistently achieved, with the ability to operate multiple crews simultaneously and respond quickly 
to weather or special service needs. 

3.3 

Cutting Edge Landscape understands that this contract requires structured, detail-oriented mowing and 
debris removal services to maintain City-owned properties in a safe, clean, and professional condition. 
We recognize the importance of strict adherence to mowing heights, defined service frequencies, 
cemetery-specific scheduling requirements, debris control standards, and all public safety protocols 
outlined in Exhibit “A”. 

Our operational plan is designed specifically to meet the City’s standards for weekly mowing, bi-weekly 
edging, cemetery care, debris management, and compliance with noise and safety regulations. 

3.4 

Cutting Edge Landscape has not, nor do we ever plan to establish a fuel surcharge. We understand the 
impact that it may have on our customers and have chosen to take on the burden of fuel costs ourselves. 

**Pricing for Exhibit “A” as follows: 

A. Mowing and Trimming: Park areas will be mowed at a cost of $.00128/sf; park strip areas 
will be mowed at a cost of $.0013/sf. Both costs are per service. 

B. Eding: Bi-weekly edging will be done under the cost above associated with parks and park 
strip areas. 
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C. Cemetery Requirements: Cutting Edge acknowledges the expectations of the Cemetery 
turf and headstone maintenance as well as the schedule prior to Memorial Day. This will be 
done under the cost associated with park and park strip areas 

D. Ancillary Services: Any services not listed in Exhibit “A” will be done at a cost of $75/man 
hour 

3.5 

Cutting Edge Landscape takes our ability to perform services when scheduled with the utmost 
seriousness. Once awarded the contract we will put together 4 crews together to manage the Herriman 
City locations. Of those crews, two of the crews will be two person crews to work through the park strip 
areas with smaller equipment made for those types of locations. Two of the crews will be 3-4 person 
crews to work on the larger park areas, we anticipate needing 294 man hours per week to maintain the 
properties to the expectation level of Herriman City and our own. With planning to have 10-12 assigned 
employees we have more than enough resources to handle this work each week and with over 100 
employees we have back-ups in case we run into any issues. 

3.6 

Here are just a few government agencies we’ve provided maintenance work for in the past:  

• University of Utah – Research Park (multiple sites) 
o Jeremy Fergusen  

• Department of Treasury (single site) 
o Bryce Peay 

• University of Utah – Fort Douglas (multiple sites) 
o Jeremy Connell 
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Maintenance Department Manager – Justin Freeman 

Justin Freeman serves as Maintenance Manager for Cutting Edge Landscape, bringing nearly two 
decades of hands-on and leadership experience across multiple service lines. In 2021, Justin 
transitioned from the Idaho branch to the Utah branch, maintaining operational leadership while 
supporting regional consistency and workforce development. Promoted to Maintenance Manager in 
May 2025, he now leads maintenance operations with a focus on team accountability, proactive risk 
management, and delivering reliable, high-quality service on complex, long-term contracts. 

 

 

Account Manager – Ally Warner 

Ally believes great landscapes start with great relationships. With over 7 years in landscape 
management, Ally is a strategic and service-oriented account manager with expertise in client 
retention, proactive communication, and keen eye for detail. Whether it’s making suggestions for 
improvements to enhance a property, or resolving pre-existing issues at a property, Ally knows she’s 
done her job if her customers are happy at the end of the day. She loves to strategize with other 
departments to generate solutions, like addressing clients’ concerns to improve the company’s 
customer care and support service. 

 

Account Manager – Rhiley Briggs 

For over six years at Cutting Edge, Rhiley Briggs brings a dedicated, client focused approach to her 
role as Account Manager in the landscape industry. She has worked extensively with universities, 
large management groups, HOAs, and apartment managers, while also partnering closely with 
individual communities and businesses to support their ongoing landscape needs. Known for her 
clear communication and strong attention to detail, Rhiley is committed to understanding each 
client’s priorities and ensuring consistent, high-quality service. She values building lasting 
relationships and takes pride in being a reliable point of contact for her clients. Rhiley’s proactive 
approach and emphasis on long-term partnerships make her a valued advocate for her clients and 
their properties. 

Business Development Manager – Jeremy Bailey 

With nearly 20 years of experience in the landscape industry, Jeremy is one of the most 
accomplished and well-rounded professionals in Business Development. He has supported major 
organizations in expanding into new markets and helped emerging local companies establish a 
strong foothold. Operating his own company gave him firsthand insight into the operational 
challenges of landscape maintenance. That experience deepened his drive and sharpened his 
effectiveness when he returned to Business Development at Cutting Edge. In a rapidly evolving 
industry, Jeremy remains a trusted, solution-focused partner for any property in need of expert 
landscape guidance. 
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Herriman City Park Mowing Pricing Schedule

1. Park Area Mow and Trim $.00128/sf
2. Park Strip Mow and Trim $.0013/sf
3. Bi-weekly Edging Included with above pricing
4. Cemetery Headstone Maintenance Included with above pricing
5. Ancillary Services $75/man hour
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S T A F F  R E P O R T

DATE: 03/11/2026

TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council

FROM: Justun Edwards, Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Amendment to the DAI and Wasatch South Hills Water Infrastructure 
Reimbursement Agreement 

RECOMMENDATION: 
No action required, discussion only. 

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:
Should the City Council amend the existing Water Infrastructure Reimbursement Agreement to 
extend the infrastructure completion deadline and remove the requirement for developers to post 
a completion assurance bond?

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN:
• LV 6- Consistent, safe, and reliable utility services
• LV 7.1- Capital Improvement Plan

BACKGROUND/SUMMARY:
On August 22, 2024, the City, DAI, and Wasatch South Hills executed a reimbursement 
agreement for the construction of two water tanks, a pump station, and associated infrastructure. 

The agreement provided an 18-month completion period, extending through February 22, 2026.

The agreement also required the developers to post a completion assurance bond equal to the 
estimated cost to complete the project if construction was not finished by the deadline.
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City Council
Page 2

Shortly before the deadline, the developers requested an amendment extending the completion 
date, noting that construction complications and circumstances beyond their control prevented 
timely completion.

DISCUSSION:
Although construction has continued to progress, the original contractual deadline has passed, 
and the project remains unfinished. The developers are requesting an extension of the completion 
deadline to October 31, 2026, to avoid the requirement to post a completion assurance bond.

Project Status
Zone 3 Tank

• Tank is fully constructed and operational.
• Ongoing work includes backfill and grading.
• Remaining items: backfill, access road, drainage, electrical work, surface concrete, 

landscaping, and fencing.
Zone 2 Tank

• Tank structure and valve vault are complete.
• Contractor is installing site piping and utilities in preparation for cleaning and leak 

testing.
• Remaining items: cleaning, leak testing, backfill, final grading, electrical work, surface 

concrete, access road, landscaping, and fencing.
Pump Station

• Contractor is installing underground piping and preparing for foundation construction.
• Remaining items include: footings and foundation, underground electrical, floor slab, 

building construction, pump installation, interior piping, roofing, motor controls, 
electrical equipment, site utilities, final grading, retaining walls, access roads, 
landscaping, and fencing.

Overall Project Status
The project is approximately 65% complete, with an estimated $6,900,000 in remaining work.

Under the existing agreement, the developers would be required to post a bond equal to this 
remaining cost. They have indicated that doing so would create significant financial strain, 
reduce their capacity to complete the improvements, and delay the installation of water 
infrastructure required for their developments.

The developers rely on the completion of the infrastructure to proceed with their respective 
projects and therefore remain incentivized to complete the improvements as efficiently as 
possible.

ALTERNATIVES:
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City Council
Page 3

1. Approve the Amendment (Recommended)
Pros:

• Avoids imposing substantial financial burden on the developers.
• Supports continued progress on critical water infrastructure within the associated 

developments.
Cons:

• The City assumes increased risk if it must complete the improvements at costs exceeding 
the reimbursable amount.

2. Deny the Amendment
Pros:

• Reduces financial risk to the City.
Cons:

• May delay completion of the project.
• Could slow delivery of water infrastructure needed to support ongoing development.

3. Provide Direction for Modifications
Staff will revise the proposed amendment based on the City Council’s feedback and return with 
updated language.

FISCAL IMPACT:
The City allocated $16,500,000 from the 2021 bond proceeds to construct the required 
infrastructure. Of this amount, the City retained $600,000 to cover remaining design, 
construction administration, and inspection services. The remaining $15,900,000 was allocated 
for reimbursement to the developers for construction activities.

Any additional funds needed to address approved change orders, or to complete the infrastructure 
in the event the developers do not, would be sourced from water impact fees or the Water 
Enterprise Fund.

ATTACHMENTS:
• Original Water Infrastructure Reimbursement Agreement
• First Amendment to Water Infrastructure Reimbursement Agreement
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1

FIRST AMENDMENT
TO

WATER INFRASTRUCTURE REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT
(Zones 2 & 3)

This First Amendment to Water Infrastructure Reimbursement Agreement (“First Amendment”) is made 
and entered into this ______ day of ____________________, 2026, by and between: (1) Herriman City, a municipal 
corporation of the State of Utah (“City”); (2) DAI Rosecrest, LLC, a Utah limited liability company (“DAI”); and 
(3) Wasatch South Hills Development Co, LLC, a Utah limited liability company (“Wasatch”). DAI and Wasatch 
are collectively referred to herein as the “Developers” or each individually as a “Developer.” City and Developers 
may also be collectively referred to herein as the “Parties” or individually as a “Party.”

RECITALS

A. On or about August 22, 2024, the Parties entered into a Water Infrastructure Reimbursement 
Agreement (the “Original Agreement”) regarding the Developers’ construction of Zones 2 and 3 Improvements (as 
defined in the Original Agreement), and the City’s subsequent reimbursement to Developers for the completion 
thereof.

B. Because the City had issued the 2021 Bond to help pay for the Improvements, Developers were not 
required to post a completion assurance bond for the construction of the Improvements. Notwithstanding, the 
Original Agreement contemplated that if the Improvements were not completed within 18 months of the Effective 
Date of the Original Agreement, that Developers would post a completion assurance bond for the remaining, 
unfinished portions of the Improvements.

C. Despite the Parties’ best efforts and mutual collaboration on the construction of the Improvements, 
and due to construction complications and other causes beyond the control of the Parties, the Improvements are not 
yet complete. However, because the events causing the delays were beyond the control of the Parties, the Parties 
desire to amend the Original Agreement to extend the period of time by which Developers are to complete the 
Improvements without requiring an improvement completion assurance bond. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants contained herein, and for other good and 
valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy of which are hereby acknowledged, the Parties hereto agree as 
follows:

AMENDMENT

1. Recitals; Capitalized Terms. The above recitals are incorporated into the body of this First 
Amendment by reference. All capitalized terms used herein and not otherwise specifically defined herein shall have 
the meanings set forth in the Original Agreement. 

2. Effect of Amendment. Except as specifically amended by this First Amendment, the Original 
Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.

3. Completion Timeframe. The Deadline referenced in Section 3.5 of the Original Agreement shall be 
extended to October 31, 2026. 
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2

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have executed this Agreement as of the date written above. 

HERRIMAN CITY

LORIN PALMER, Mayor

ATTEST

Jackie Nostrom, City Recorder

TODD SHEERAN, City Attorney
Approved as to form

DAI ROSECREST, LLC
A Utah limited liability company

JIM GILES, Manager

WASATCH SOUTH HILLS DEVELOPMENT CO, LLC
A Utah limited liability company

CRAIG E. MARTIN, President
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S T A F F  R E P O R T

DATE: March 25, 2026

TO: City Council

FROM: Laurin Hoadley, Planner I

SUBJECT: Review and consider a recommendation to amend the Herriman City Official 
Zoning Map from OP Office Professional to C-1 Commercial for ±0.97 acres of 
property located generally at 6319 W 13400 South. (City File No. Z2026-004)

RECOMMENDATION:

The Herriman City Planning Commission and staff recommend that the City Council amend the 
Herriman City Official Zoning Map for ±0.97 acres of property located at 6319 W 13400 South 
Street from OP Office Professional to C-1 Commercial to facilitate the development of additional 
commercial services within Herriman.

ISSUE BEFORE COUNCIL:

Should the City amend the Herriman City Official Zoning Map to rezone the subject property from 
OP Office Professional Zone to C-1 Commercial Zone as proposed by the applicant?

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PLAN: 

• ES 4 – Regional relationships and planning

BACKGROUND & SUMMARY:

The applicant requested the zoning map amendment for ±0.97 acres of property located generally 
at 6319 W 13400 South Street from the OP Office Professional Zone to the C-1 Commercial Zone. 
The subject property currently has a future land use designation of “Neighborhood Commercial” 
in the General Plan, which supports the requested rezone. The proposed rezone would allow 
commercial development consistent with existing development adjacent to the subject property.

As per Herriman City Code, a Zoning Map Amendment is a legislative decision of the City 
Council, pending a Planning Commission public hearing and recommendation. As such, the 
Planning Commission held a public hearing on March 4, 2026, and voted 6-0 to recommend 
approval of the amendment to the City Council. Upon receipt of the recommendation, the City 
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City Council
Page 2

Council must hold a public meeting, consider the recommendation, and vote to approve, deny, or 
modify the proposal.

Concerning the Planning Commission Public Hearing, a notice of the hearing was posted in three 
(3) public places within Herriman and on the Utah State Public Notice website. Twenty-six (26) 
public hearing notices were also mailed to all affected entities and property owners within three 
hundred feet of the subject property at least ten (10) days before the public hearing.

Prior to publication of this report, staff had not received any public comment for or against the proposal.

DISCUSSION:

Engineering Compliance:

Staff Finding – Engineering reviewed the request and expressed no concern with the proposed 
zoning map amendment.

Zoning Ordinance Compliance:

Per City Code 10-5-8 Zoning Map and Text Amendment, a “decision to amend the text of this title 
or the zoning map is a matter within the legislative discretion of the City Council as described in 
subsection 10-5-6A of this chapter. In making an amendment, the following factors should be 
considered:”

1. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with goals, objectives, and policies of 
the General Plan;

Staff Finding – The Future Land Use Map in the General Plan classifies the proposed 
development as “Neighborhood Commercial,” which supports the requested rezone.

2. Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character of 
existing development in the vicinity of the subject property;

Staff Finding – Properties west of the subject property have a similar zoning designation 
of OP Office Professional with commercial uses. The properties to the north (across 13400 
South) are C-2 Commercial and A-1-43 Agricultural. Properties to the east and south are 
residential. Whereas the stated intent of the C-1 Commercial Zone is to accommodate 
“neighborhood commercial development,” staff finds the proposed amendment would be 
harmonious with the overall character of existing development in the vicinity of the subject 
property.

3. The extent to which the proposed amendment may adversely affect adjacent 
property;
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HERRIMAN, UTAH
ORDINANCE NO. 2026-

AMENDING HERRIMAN CITY’S OFFICIAL ZONING MAP
FOR ±0.97 ACRES LOCATED GENERALLY AT 6319 W 13400 SOUTH FROM

OP OFFICE PROFESSIONAL TO C-1 COMMERCIAL

WHEREAS, the Herriman City Council (“Council”) met in regular session on March 25, 
2026, to consider, among other things, an ordinance to amend the Herriman City Official Zoning 
Map (“Zoning Map”); and

WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-503 provides in part that the Council may make 
amendments to the adopted Zoning Map; and

WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-503 also provides that the Council may not make any 
amendment to its Zoning Map unless it is first submitted to the Planning Commission 
(“Commission) for its recommendation; and

WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-503 provides that the Commission shall provide 
notice as required by Subsection 10-9a-205(1)(a) and hold a public hearing on a proposed 
Zoning Map amendment; and

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2026, the required public hearing notice was mailed to all 
affected property owners and entities; and

WHEREAS, on February 19, 2026, the required public hearing notice was posted in 
three public places within the City; and

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2026, at 7:00 PM in the Council Chambers, the Commission 
held a required public hearing with respect to the proposed Zoning Map amendment; and

WHEREAS, on March 4, 2026, the Commission voted 6-0 to recommend approval of 
the proposed Zoning Map amendment; and

WHEREAS, on March 25, 2026, the Council considered the proposed Zoning Map 
amendment during a public meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that it is in the best interest of the residents of Herriman 
to adopt the proposed Zoning Map amendment as recommended by the Planning Commission;

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Herriman City Council for approval to 
amend the Herriman City Official Zoning Map for ±0.97 acres of property located at 6319 W 
13400 South Street from OP Office Professional to C-1 Commercial as described in Exhibit A.
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This Ordinance No. 2026- _____ shall take immediate effect as soon as it shall be published or posted as 
required by law and deposited and recorded in the office of the City’s recorder.

PASSED AND APPROVED this 25th day of March 2026.

HERRIMAN

_________________________________________
ATTEST: Mayor Lorin Palmer

__________________________________
Jackie Nostrom, City Recorder
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