Minutes of the
Millcreek Planning Commission
September 15, 2021
5:00 p.m.
Regular Meeting
The Planning Commission of Millcreek, Utah, met in a regular public meeting on Wednesday,
September 15, 2021 at City Hall, located at 3330 S. 1300 E., Millcreek, UT 84106. The meeting
was conducted electronically and live streamed via the City’s website with an option for online
public comment.
PRESENT:
Commissioners
Shawn LaMar, Chair
Victoria Reid, Vice Chair
David Allen
Scott Claerhout (electronic)
Skye Sieber
Tom Stephens
Ian Wright
Christian Larsen
Aryel Cianflone

City Staff
John Brems, City Attorney
Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder
Francis Lilly, Planning and Zoning Director
Robert May, Planner
Kurt Hansen, Facilities Director
Naba Faizi, Planner (electronic)
Frederick Lutze, Deputy City Engineer
Jen Smith, Staff Engineer
Mike Winder, Assistant City Manager
Aimee McConkie, City Events Director

Attendees: Richard Hansen, Madison Gygi, Marv Poulson, Angel Vice, Bev Boyce, Mitchell
Vice, Thom DeSirant, Erik Groszyk, David Carlson, Jenn Hathaway, Kate Scribner, Cy
Waldron, Lynette LaMar, Jared Johnson, Tyler Green, and Russ Sorenson.
REGULAR MEETING – 5:00 p.m.
TIME COMMENCED: 5:03 p.m.
Chair LaMar called the meeting to order and read a statement explaining the duties of the
Planning Commission.
1. Public Hearings
1.1 Consideration of SD-21-007, 2-Lot Subdivision of an Existing Duplex Location:
1956-1958 Gregson Avenue Applicant: Tag Gygi
Naba Faizi said the applicant was requesting preliminary plat approval for a 2-lot
subdivision, each half of the duplex would be sold individually. There would be no new
development on the lot. The original subdivision was the East Millcreek Cove Plat. The
subject parcels are in the R-2-8 zone and face 3080 S. (Gregson Avenue). The property is on
0.2 acres and appears to have been zoned under R-2-8 since the 1970s. The location for the
proposed subdivision is surrounded by primarily R-1 residential zones with some A-1
Agricultural and R-2 Medium Density zones. The Future Land Use Map in the General Plan
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has the property designated as “Neighborhood 1,” primarily for low density residential with
single-family homes. The subject property was built during the 1980’s. Millcreek code
19.32.090 says, “The division of ground is subject to the requirements of the City
Subdivision Ordinance. The subdivision plat shall specifically note that the purpose of the
subdivision is to accommodate the division of a two-family dwelling.” The East Millcreek
Cove Plat included a large storm water detention basin. Millcreek reviewed this easement
with Salt Lake County Flood Control, and they indicated to staff that the storm water
easement was intended to be temporary while development was occurring on the platted land.
Salt Lake County Flood Control determined that the easement was no longer necessary, and
so it would not be included on the applicant’s amended plat. Salt Lake County Flood Control
will be required to sign the plat.
Faizi said staff found that the proposed subdivision can meet the requirements of Title 18 of
the Millcreek Subdivision Code and the requirements of subdividing a lot in an R-2-8 zone to
accommodate the subdivision of an existing two-family dwelling. Staff found that the
proposed subdivision is in harmony with the Millcreek General Plan/ Future Land Use Map
and the character of the surrounding neighborhood. Furthermore, the proposed amendment
does not create a zoning violation or conflict with the Residential Compatibility Overlay
Zone standards. She recommended approval of the proposed subdivision with the following
staff conditions:

1. Each lot will consist of a one, one-family dwelling, to be sold individually.
2. The design of the site and buildings shall comply with all applicable development standards
of the Millcreek Zoning Code and any site development standards required by the Millcreek
Engineer and Building Official, and Unified Fire Authority.
3. The development shall meet all requirements of Low Impact Development (LID) approaches.
This approach includes long-term stormwater best management practices (BMPs) that allow
stormwater to infiltrate, evapotranspiration or harvest and reduces runoff from the site and
protects water quality (MS4 permit 4.2.5.1.3). If a LID approach is infeasible, an alternative
rationale must be provided and documented showing that infiltration, evapotranspiration,
and harvesting methods were used to the maximum extent feasible. Reasons for infeasibility
may include the following: high ground water, drinking water source protection areas, soil
conditions, slopes, accessibility, excessive costs, or others (MS4 permit 4.2.5.1.5).
4. Accessory structures will require separate building permits and staff review for zoning/land
use compliance.
5. Applicant shall work with Salt Lake County Flood Control regarding any public utilities and
easements.
6. Applicant shall comply with all the requirements of the City’s Geologic Hazards Ordinance,
if found applicable.
7. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the subdivision technical
review process prior to receiving final plat approval.
8. All requirements found in Title 18 (Millcreek Subdivision Code) shall be met, including all
applicable fees and bonding, including addressing and surveying fees.
9. All accrued final technical review fees must be paid in full prior to recordation.
10. The proposed subdivision plat must complete a final technical review that includes an
engineering review to ensure that the final plat complies with all conditions of approval of
the preliminary plat and to ensure that the final plat complies with the design standards,
codes, and ordinances and with minimum engineering/surveying requirements, including any
bonding for possible future improvements.
11. The applicant will comply with all requirements of the Unified Fire Code, subject to approval
by the Fire Marshal.
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12. The applicant shall obtain a complete review for an approved building permit and shall
continually comply with the requirements of Millcreek City, Salt Lake City Department of
Public Utilities, and the Mount Olympus Improvement District.
13. All items of the Staff Report.

Commissioner Cianflone asked if the duplex would be torn down. Faizi said the application
would allow the units to be sold separately.
Randy Krantz, applicant’s representative, said the home was built as a twin home then
changed to a duplex since family members lived there. He said there would not be any
modifications required on the building.
Chair LaMar opened the public hearing.
There were no comments.
Chair LaMar closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Allen asked if a duplex was two units owned by one person. Faizi confirmed,
the twin home would allow for two owners. Chair LaMar asked what happened when shared
parts of the building needed maintenance. Lilly said the owners had to cooperate for that.
Commissioner Larsen said he liked the application because it increased owner-occupancy
and the city should foster that.
Commissioner Larsen moved to approve SD-21-007, 2-Lot Subdivision of an Existing
Duplex at 1956-1958 Gregson Avenue with all the conditions of the staff report.
Commissioner Sieber seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. All Commissioners
present voted yes. The motion passed unanimously.
1.2 Consideration of GP-21-001/ZT-21-007, Amendments to the City Center Master
Plan Regarding District Signs/Amendment to Chapter 19.82 of the Millcreek Zoning
Ordinance Regarding Billboards and District Signs
Mike Winder said three digital entry signs had always been part of the plan for a successful
Millcreek Common. There needs to be digital signs at Millcreek Common to support small,
local entrepreneurs on the Common that cannot afford tv/radio/print ads, pop up markets in
the public market which will be changing weekly, dozens of weekly activities on the
Common, and public service announcements. He said public organizations were increasingly
using digital signage for their effectiveness and clean look. Winder showed pictures of digital
signs in the community. Commissioner Stephens said the Sandy sign was about 10’ x 10’ and
noted that on-premises digital signs were substantially smaller than what staff was proposing.
Winder said experts on event districts, retail centers, and more agree that significant district
signs were needed for success and that communities around the country were incorporating
digital billboards to facilitate their district signs. Millcreek is faced with three challenges: 1)
three marquees at $250,000 each would cost $750,000; 2) the billboard at 3300 S. needs to be
bought out for Millcreek Common with an anticipated cost of $1-1.3 million; 3) Reagan
Outdoor Advertising (“Reagan”) holds a right of first refusal on the adjacent property needed
for the new City Hall site; and 4) the City Center is cluttered with too many billboards and
the General Plan directs that the City look for ways to reduce them.
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Commissioner Allen asked if the billboard on 3300 S. had been appraised. Winder said to
appraise it was part of the condemnation process, and that would not start until good faith
negotiations had failed. He said there were not a lot of comparables for billboard appraisals,
but one in Holladay that was removed (which included land adjacent to it) cost over $1
million. Commissioner Allen noted that that Holladay billboard was valued at $400,000.
Commissioner Reid asked if the appraisal would be made public. Winder said staff was not
proposing to do an appraisal. Millcreek staff approached Reagan to start negotiations. The
proposed solution was framed into a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between
Millcreek staff and Reagan that had been negotiated for over six months. The items he would
present were not in force until the City Council formally acted and a formal contract was
created and executed by Millcreek and Reagan.
Winder then reviewed the points in the MOU. He said the three new double-face digital signs
would be at 3205 S. 1300 E, 3205 S. Highland Drive, and 1350 E. 3300 S. which would
replace ten signs located at: a) 1333 East 3300 South (2 faces, 10’5” x 22’8”, total sf 472,
height 33.5’); b) 1235 East 3300 South (2 faces, 10’6” x 36’, total sf 721, height 35’); c)
3155 S Highland Drive (4 faces, 10’5” x 22’8”, total sf 944, height 48’); and d) 3155 S
Highland Drive (2 faces, 5’ x 11’, total sf 110, height 24’). He then showed the Commission
pictures of those signs and what the area would look like without them. He noted that
Millcreek was working with Rocky Mountain Power to remove power lines between
Richmond and Highland Drive to improve the visual landscape. Commissioner Stephens
pointed out that the slideshow represented removal of the billboards, but not the addition of
the digital boards. Winder said the square footage from the signs described would not go into
the billboard bank. Upon completion and becoming operational (going live) of all three
digital signs, Reagan would also surrender its credits for the existing 924 square feet of
billboard square footage currently in Millcreek’s “billboard bank” with a total net reduction
of 1,443 sf of billboard space in the city. Winder described that the Planning Commission’s
recent letter to the City Council helped staff with the negotiations, so the square footage of
the removed signs described would not go into the billboard bank.
Winder showed depictions of the size and look of the proposed digital signs. He said the base
height would be 26.5 feet and the sign face would be 12’ x 24’ all of which would be built
and installed at Reagan’s expense. The new sign at 1350 E. 3300 S. (as part of the grand
entry into Millcreek Common) would not exceed 26’6.” The new sign at 3205 S. 1300 E.
would not exceed 30’ if Millcreek locates it in the traffic island of Chambers Avenue (3205
S). If it is located on either side of Chambers Avenue, the sign cannot exceed a height of 35’.
This needs to be taller because the sight was blocked by the T-Mobile store. The new sign at
3205 S. Highland Drive would not exceed 26’6” if Millcreek locates it in the traffic island of
Chambers Avenue (3205 S). If it is located on either side of Chambers Avenue, the sign
cannot exceed a height of 35’. These were the shortest sign options that accommodated sight
line and would avoid vandalism. Reagan would be responsible for the maintenance and
utility costs of these signs for the duration of their leases. Millcreek is responsible for all
costs associated with initial installation of electrical service to the signs. Each digital screen
costs $65k and must be replaced every 5-7 years. The signs would be built on city owned
property and would be leased to Reagan for advertising consideration at $1 per year for 40
years from the date each sign begins operation. At the conclusion, Reagan will remove the
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screens; the sign poles and cabinets are the property of Millcreek. By 2062 there would be a
total reduction of 3,171 sf of billboard space.
Commissioner Allen said the billboards were either essential as Winder indicated or not, then
asked why there would be a 40-year time limit if they were essential. Winder said the
Council at that time could decide if they were essential to Millcreek Common or not. For the
40 years, Millcreek would have 4 out of every 10 digital turns (8 seconds each) on each
digital sign face, during each 80 second rotation. The parties would cooperate concerning
allowing some of Millcreek’s turns to run consecutively, when possible. Millcreek would be
prohibited from selling their turns to others. Commissioner Allen pointed out that these signs
were supposed to be a benefit to small businesses, but small businesses were not allowed to
use them. Winder said they could buy the space with Reagan’s turns. Commissioner Allen
noted there was no guarantee that Reagan would lease space to the local small businesses.
Winder confirmed and said the Canyon Rim Citizens Association (CRCA) had asked that
Millcreek businesses get a discount on advertising space. Winder said staff would talk to
Reagan about that. Reagan would have 6 out of every 10, 8 second turns, throughout each 80
second rotation, on each digital sign face and would be prohibited from advertising political
candidates or political issue ads as they could imply the endorsement of the city. Specific
brands of alcohol or any sexually oriented businesses and products would also be prohibited
on these signs. Commissioner Allen asked about specific brands of alcohol. Winder said the
intent was not to prohibit all alcohol in case there was a beer festival in Millcreek Common.
Winder said Reagan agreed to remove the existing billboard at 1333 East 3300 South by
November 1, 2021, to enable Millcreek Common construction. The signs located at 3155 S.
Highland Drive would be removed by Reagan within 30 days of the digital sign at 3205 S.
Highland Drive beginning operation and the sign located at 1235 E. 3300 S. would be
removed by Reagan within 30 days of the digital sign at 3205 S. 1300 E. beginning
operation. Upon receipt of all necessary permits to allow the construction and use of the three
digital signs, Reagan would execute a waiver of their right of first refusal to purchase the
property at 1333 East 3300 South. He said the property title needed to be clean to facilitate
the property trades required to obtain the proposed City Hall parcel from Cottonwood
Residential. Commissioner Stephens asked for the exact address of the billboard on 3300 S.
Winder said the billboard was on 1333 E., but it was tied to 1335 with the right of first
refusal. Commissioner Stephens asked when the City bought the property. Winder said 12-18
months ago. Commissioner Stephens asked if Reagan did not exercise the right of first
refusal when the City bought those properties. Winder confirmed.
Winder said the digital signs at 1350 E. 3300 S. and 3205 S. 1300 E. would be allowed to
operate 24 hours per day 7 days per week, but the digital sign on Highland Drive must be
turned off each night between midnight and 5:00 AM. All signs must have brightness
reduced to an illuminance level of not more than 0.3-foot candles above ambient light (when
measured from a point 170 feet away and perpendicular to the sign) each night between
10:00 PM and 6:00 AM. Commissioner Allen asked if the city code standard was based on
hours or darkness because winter and summer had differences. Francis Lilly said he would
work it out in the licensing agreement. Chair LaMar said it is in chapter 19.82. Jared
Johnson, Media Resources, said the brightness of the electronic displays are set at the time of
installation and controlled through the computer using input from the photocells on the signs.
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Regardless of the time, the sign is calibrated to change illuminance based on how much light
there is, not the time of day.
Winder said siteline or displays with equivalent technology would be included in the initial
installation of all three signs and shall include physical light-blocking louvers to provide for
light-protected areas and use down-angled LED diodes for the control of blue wavelength
light. Winder showed the Commission an example of a regular billboard section and a
redirected one. Johnson said there is a need to direct light from digital signs to the
appropriate area and away from residential areas. The developed product he demonstrated to
the Commission cut the lights at 38 degrees from the perpendicular sign face. Chair LaMar
asked if the sign light would go 175 feet forward as depicted in the presentation. Johnson
said that is how far they would measure for impact of the light which is the point at which the
light is added to the ambient light already there. He said there was a specific electronic diode
which controlled downlighting and a precise face to control side lighting.
Commissioner Allen asked what the public notice was for this application. Francis Lilly said
text amendments to a General Plan and zone text amendments do not typically get mailed
notices. Lilly offered a correction, that one of the signs at 3155 S. Highland Drive is 25 feet
tall, so the total net reduction of billboard square footage is 1,443. He said State code 10-9a512 states that a municipality may only require termination of a billboard and associated
rights through gift, purchase, agreement, exchange, or eminent domain. A termination
requires the voluntary consent of the billboard owner. He said the city would have to address
the billboard and the bundle of rights that go with it. There are four options Millcreek has
under state law with the billboard at 1325 E. 3300 S.: gift or purchase of the sign, Millcreek
does nothing, Millcreek condemns the sign, Millcreek signs an agreement with Reagan to
exchange static billboards for digital district signs. He said with the first option, Reagan
could voluntarily remove the sign and the square footage credits would go into the billboard
bank or they could say no, and the city would pay for the billboard removal, pay of the new
digital signs, 1-3 new two-sided billboards could be added, and the existing billboards in the
City Center would remain. If the city did nothing in option two, Millcreek would pay for the
new digital signs, the static billboards would remain intact, 1-2 new two-sided billboards
could be added, and construction on Millcreek Common West, City Hall, and shared parking
would be delayed or radically changed in scope. In the third option, Millcreek pays to
condemn the sign and pay for its own signage in the Common, the billboard inventory would
be reduced by 427 sf, 1-2 new two-sided billboard could be added, and the other billboards in
the City Center would remain. In the fourth option, the billboard bank balance zeros out,
Millcreek pays nothing, funds that would have been used for condemnation or digital signs
can be used for other projects, four existing signs would be removed from Millcreek, no
additional billboards would be added, and there would be three digital signs in the Common.
Commissioner Stephens said the billboard bank allowed the billboard company to bank signs
removed. He said if the billboard owner consented to the removal and banks the square
footage, the option does not offer a reduction. Lilly confirmed and said that there was already
924 square feet in the bank so added square footage to the bank could be combined for a
large sign. He said with the second option, the city would still have to deal with the right of
first refusal. Lilly said if the city tried to get the billboard appraised, Reagan would likely not
give up proprietary information of value in the market without the threat of condemnation.
Commissioner Allen said there should be general market data. He said lease rates were
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available but there was no knowing the actual billboard value. Lilly said Holladay paid
$400,000 for the billboard but the closest comparable was $1.3 million to pay for the
billboard and right of first of refusal. Commissioner Allen felt the numbers were misleading
since Millcreek already owned the property. Lilly said condemning a billboard was a fiscal
decision made by the City Council. He said staff was exploring all the options.
Commissioner Stephens said the Planning Commission and public did not know anything
about the termination provisions of the lease. Winder said the lease runs with the property
owner and can be perpetually renewed forever by Reagan. Commissioner Stephens said that
information should be made available to the Commission.
Lilly said it is the policy of Millcreek to reduce the number and combined square footage of
billboards where feasible. Millcreek can only force a billboard down through eminent
domain if there is a public purpose to initiate such as for parks and open space, city facilities,
utility relocations, road widening, or a blight study associated with a community
reinvestment area. The city could not condemn a billboard on behalf of a private developer.
Lilly said the first contemplation of condemnation of a billboard from Holladay was 6 years
before the city took possession of it. He said who owns the sign matters. Millcreek must pay
fair market value, not just for the sign itself, but for its contribution to an advertising market
area. The condemnation process is designed to keep the signs up, not take the signs down.
Lilly said Lynn Pace, an experienced professional with billboards, did not recommend that a
city attempt to condemn a billboard every time one is encountered. The point is that the
condemnation process is expensive, and it often results in a negotiated solution that does not
involve condemnation.
Lilly gave an example of his experience in South Salt Lake when that city contemplated
condemnation. The city threatened condemnation but did not start the process. The billboard
in question was in a blight study/CRA area. In the end, South Salt Lake agreed to move the
sign and pay relocation expenses totaling $170,000. The new sign is taller than the one it
replaced. A subsidiary of Reagan owned the property on which the new sign was located.
Reagan recorded an easement on the property then sold the property. The property is
undevelopable per the City’s Downtown Master Plan because of the easement.
Commissioner Allen said it seemed that South Salt Lake made an educated decision based on
numbers. Lilly noted the billboard was not appraised and relocating the sign only moved the
problem from one location to another. The easement in South Salt Lake prohibits the
property owner from changing the zoning which would prohibit or impose restrictions on the
use of the property or the sign for advertising purposes. He said Millcreek could escape that
problem by removing signs from private property in the City Center. He posed how much
value a digital sign had, what it was worth. As staff, Lilly would be leery of any process that
created a digitization scheme unless dealing with the just compensation provision in state
code. The last thing he wanted to do was to create a situation wherein removing a sign was
hard enough and wondered how much harder it would be to remove a digital one. With the
proposed MOU, the ownership and just compensation problem would go away. He said this
was the only way he could think of to get rid of billboard space and signs, fulfilling the intent
of the ordinance, without creating the just compensation down the road. Commissioner
Stephens noted that the discussion was not about the conversion of static signs to digital
ones, just the condemnation of a static sign. Lilly said he was trying to convey why
ownership mattered.
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Winder said the Commission did not get to decide the financial policy decisions the Council
did. He asked that they focus on the General Plan considerations. Lilly pointed out the
General Plan goal to “consider techniques to remove or alter billboards such as purchase,
amortization, or other techniques.” Lilly felt the proposal was a rational basis to consider
this. Commissioner Allen asked why if the General Plan says to reduce signs and it is a good
thing, the city does not allow this all over the city instead of just at the City Center. Lilly said
he would not promote the digitization of a sign elsewhere because the city would not own the
sign or the property. He did not think any other cities have had this much success in getting
rid of signs. Chair LaMar read from Millcreek code 19.05.010, “…the intent of this
Ordinance that a Planning Commission be created which will represent the concerns of
diverse citizen groups, as well as the broad interests of the community as a whole…” He said
if the Commission is being asked to evaluate changing sign ordinance, zone, and master plan,
they need to ask questions to be able to broadly represent the welfare of Millcreek. Lilly
emphasized that staff was trying to explore all options.
Lilly went over other General Plan considerations, strategy 3.9 in Goal GC-3 to reduce the
number, size, and height of billboards along all City streets, and strategies 9.3 and 9.5 from
Goal GP-9. Lilly said staff was trying to explore all options under the General Plan. While
the General Plan is clear that removing billboards is a worthy goal, the City Center Master
Plan is more nuanced. It contemplated district signs, but not large digital ones; calls for
unique built environments, including context-sensitive signage; and calls for a civic center
and public amenity, not just a commercial center. If this were an outdoor shopping mall, the
situation may be different. The City Center Master Plan talks about future signage, an urban
design framework, existing signage, and how the City Center should emphasize culture, art,
ideas, and interaction between citizens. The Plan acknowledges that billboards are a problem
to be solved. Staff think an amendment to the City Center Master Plan is required, to specify
that digital signs are consistent with the vision of the City Center Master Plan. If the City
Council approves an agreement with Reagan, staff requests a change to the City Center
Master Plan that says:
In keeping with the General Plan goal to reduce the number, size, and height of
billboards along all City streets, and in order to facilitate the removal of billboards in the
City Center that may serve as a development impediment, district signage is encouraged
at the edges of the City Center to promote city events and events on the Millcreek
Common. That signage may be electronic, and should be incorporated into the design of
the public spaces. The City should own the signs as a public amenity, but such signage
can be operated by a third party under a license agreement with the City.
The potential ordinance amendment would be to create a content neutral definition of
billboard, create a definition for district sign (must be city owned), and allow up to 3 district
signs in the City Center only.
Commissioner Stephens recommended a definition for “district billboards” instead of
“district signs.” He said if it looks and feels like a billboard, it should be called one.
Commissioner Allen asked who would get access to the sign for event advertising
somewhere in the city other than in the City Center. Winder said all events in the city could
be advertised. Lilly said he did not want the digital district sign to be regulated under state
billboard code which is why “billboard” would not be included in the definition.
Commissioner Stephens said the issue was digital billboards in the Common, not digital
signage. Lilly said these signs would only be allowed in the City Center.
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Lilly went over the community council recommendations. A majority of the CRCA voted to
support the MOU and the proposed general plan amendment and text change by a vote of
four members in support to two opposed, with one abstention. The motion in support
included a recommendation that the City include a provision in the license agreement that
Millcreek businesses could purchase advertising time on the proposed district signs at a
preferential rate. The proposed MOU, General Plan amendment, and text change received a
unanimous vote of recommendation among the East Mill Creek Community Council
members present at the meeting. The Millcreek Community Council discussed three motions.
A motion to continue failed on a vote of 2 in support to 8 opposed. A motion to recommend
the proposed MOU, General Plan amendment, and text change failed on a vote of 5 in
support and 5 opposed. After subsequent discussion, the Millcreek Community Council
recommended approval of the proposed MOU, General Plan amendment, and text change by
a vote of 7 members in support to 3 opposed, provided that the agreement as presented to the
City Council does not change from the agreement as presented to the Millcreek Community
Council. The Mount Olympus Community Council recommended approval of the proposed
MOU, General Plan amendment, and text change on a vote of 8 in support to 3 opposed. The
Mount Olympus Community Council included in their motion that the city revise the MOU
to prohibit Reagan from using the sign to advertise products known to be harmful to children,
including but not limited to tobacco and vape products, cannabis, firearms, fireworks,
pharmaceuticals, opioids, and nutritional supplements.
Lilly offered the following questions for the Commission’s consideration at the conclusion of
his presentation:
•

•
•
•

Does the proposed change implement the policy to reduce the number and combined square
footage of billboards where feasible?
After accounting for the details in the MOU, including ownership of the sign and the City’s
ability to control 40 percent of the advertising time, are large digital signs appropriate in the
City Center?
What is in the best interest of the Millcreek taxpayer?
Knowing that the new signs will be digital, is the elimination of a net 1,443 square feet of
sign area worth it to the city?

Commissioner Allen clarified that the size of the digital signs had not always been a part of
the City Center Master Plan. The Plan contemplated small ones. He said most digital signs in
the community, for the schools, were smaller and sufficient. Commissioner Wright asked if
the size of smaller signs as to those proposed in the Plan would not be adequate to support
the businesses in the City Center. Winder said even if there was not a billboard issue, there
would still be a need for large digital signs in the City Center. Commissioner Wright
suggested the design fault may then be with the City Center and not the signs. Winder noted
that other centers’ success was in part due to the size of signs. Commissioner Allen said if it
was a contemplation of struggling retail then digital signs should be contemplated at other
retail centers, if it was about advertising city activities then a broad-based discussion should
be had on how to advertise them because activities at other locations were well attended
without the use of digital signs. If the only way the City Center is successful is with three
digital billboards, then it should be reevaluated.
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Commissioner Reid said the signs would not be to the benefit of local businesses if Millcreek
did not have control over what Reagan was advertising. Winder said it was indirect with the
success of the City Center. Commissioner Reid noted that Rapid City, South Dakota did not
have digital signs even though it was used as a model for Millcreek Common. Winder said
Rapid City and Lenexa, Kansas were the models and Lenexa had them. He said some of the
dynamics of the locations were different. Lilly said staff would include a preferential
arrangement for advertising rates for Millcreek businesses. Commissioner Allen said if
Millcreek needed the signs, a request for proposals should be sent out. He asked if other input
from other sign companies had been given. Winder said there were financial constraints.
There had not been an official process but conversations with other companies were had, and
they did not compare to this deal. Commissioner Allen said Reagan knew the appraised value
of the signs, but Millcreek did not. Public expenditures should have values and appraisals. He
said the plans and codes did not allow for the agreement. Winder noted that there were
qualitative issues that a dollar amount could not be put on.
Chair LaMar asked for community council input.
Kate Scribner, CRCA, said from her perspective, the conversation at the community council
meeting was rushed and late at night during. She appreciated the power balance in the
conversation at the Commission meeting. She felt billboards would not be city-owned if there
was no control over more than half the advertising, when the ads get displayed, and that the
screens would go back to Reagan after 40 years. She said there was a conflict of interest with
the Mayor and the process. She said Winder stated that because of the City’s relationship
with Reagan was why the agreement was a good deal. She appreciated the city trying to get
rid of billboards but felt the trade was not a good enough deal.
Chair LaMar opened the public hearing.
Marv Poulson, 3631 S. 1020 E., said only one option had been presented. He said it was
strange to contrive six (three signs, each face) public nuisances. He said accepting less than
half of the rotations was not smart. He noted that electronic billboards used 10 times the
energy of an average American house a year. Each billboard created e-waste when disposed.
Angel Vice, 3610 Carolyn Street, said she raised concerns about safety at the community
council meeting. She said digital billboards could cause traffic accidents, especially for those
driving under the influence. She said another location had market data suggesting that digital
billboards caused 35% more accidents. She said flashing lights were different than static
billboards.
Lynette LaMar, 3621 S. 1200 E., said the Millcreek residents did not know what their best
interests were without knowing all the details of the backroom, secret deals made by people
with conflicts of interest. She felt there was an abuse of power without being honest to the
residents. The best interest of the taxpayers would be the City giving honest, true, and fair
information by looking at other options and by giving financial information from people
without conflict of interest.
Aimee McConkie, 3373 Oakwood Street, said she joined the Canyon Rim Citizens
Association in 2004. At that time, billboards were a hot issue, and the County was not
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managing them well, so the solution was the billboard bank. She realized why the city should
incorporate over time because Millcreek did not have a voice or know where taxpayer money
was going. One of the goals of incorporation was to take billboards down. The city was
formed, and in 4 years city officials have worked to create a plan to reduce billboards. There
is no other plan out there to reduce billboards and she was proud of the plan. She said
Millcreek would not pay any money, get existing billboards down, and get signs to help with
the Common. She rhetorically asked residents if they would rather spend millions on
billboard removal or infrastructure improvement. She felt there was a political slant to this
instead of contemplating the best interests of all. She has hope for these signs. There will be
280 small grassroots events for the public in the Common all year and it was not comparable
to several large events at other locations by advertising means.
Mitchell Vice, 3610 S. Carolyn Street, said he was the chair of the Millcreek Arts Council
and a marketing director. He explained that a billboard was the most unimaginative way to
promote business. The challenge with billboards is there is no attribution. It was hard to
understand the engagement and impact of display advertising in the sky. There was near field
technology that was more effective and cost efficient for advertising. He said he wanted the
city center to succeed and did not see that happening with advertising in the sky. He offered
his consultant services to the city. He understood the desire to get rid of billboards and the
excitement of getting something for free but felt the benefit of the signs were overblown with
the success of the City Center.
Jenn Hathaway, 1601 E. 3045 S., said she had heard that the for-profit signs would benefit
the community and there was a sense of fear about what Reagan could do with signs in the
future. She felt strongly that community could be created without billboards. She said her
neighborhood was already dealing with a lot of traffic and adding a digital billboard would
add to that. She asked the Commission to think about what is best for the community.
Eric Groszyk, 1595 Evergreen Way, felt there were gaps and inconsistencies in the numbers.
He expressed concern about light pollution and if Reagan would commit to reducing it.
Jared Johnson, Media Resources, said each of the displays would operate on a circuit and the
combination of them would not approach the power used by one single family home for one
year, let alone ten. The displays that would be used are 98% recyclable. The frame can be
reused. The internal electronics would be the only thing replaced. He can document that as
displays come out of service they have been recycled by third-party certified electronic
recyclers. Existing billboards with printed vinyl get changed almost every month and
thousands of pounds of used material is thrown away. He has been involved in digital
signage traffic safety research for 15 years. In 2005, 2006, and 2009 studies were conducted
in three states with years of traffic accident data prior to and after installation of digital
billboards which found that digital billboards had zero negligible effect on traffic accidents.
He had not seen the 35% accident assertion made by the public in any study over the last ten
years. The Federal Highways did a study on billboards being a distraction to drivers. There
was first a study about distractions by cellphones in a car and an eye glance away from the
road for more than 2 seconds was dangerous. The longest eye glance in the study for digital
signage was 1.7 seconds, so there was no demonstrable traffic safety eye distraction caused
by digital signage. He was happy to submit the data to the city.
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Angel Vice said the study she referenced was from the Federal Highways Administration
System.
Thom DeSirant, 718 Nibley View Court, was pleased that billboards would be removed. He
was not happy with the deal but felt it was better than the status quo. There would be a net
reduction in billboards. He expressed concern with allowing some digital billboards which
may then proliferate throughout the city but that was remedied by calling them district signs.
His main concern over the next 5-10 years was the 2020 legislation that the outdoor industry
lobbied for in the legislative session that would allow any static billboard to be converted
into a digital billboard without any oversight. The outdoor industry lobbied hard and failed
by a single vote in the Utah Legislature. He expected the bill to come back and pass soon.
The MOU was not a perfect option, but a compromise with the best possible options.
Chair LaMar and the Recorder read public comments that had been emailed into the record
(see attached) from Dave Rasmussen, Kathy Blake, Kelly Smith, Nancy von Allmen, Diane
Angus, Nancy Trouse, Jonny Murdock, Kate Kopishcke, Matt Gardner, Kathleen Johnson,
the Millcreek Arts Council, and Bruce Parker.
The Recorder read into the record comments that had been received online via the City’s
website:
Jamie Allen, 2197 E. Keller Lane - “I appreciate the work staff has done on this issue.
Speaking only to the aesthetic aspect of digital signs on the Common, I would request that
the Planning Commission not recommend approval of the staff recommendation to alter
Millcreek code to allow them. We are so bombarded with visual clutter in our daily lives; the
placement of these signs will only add to that, the protections provided in the MOU and
removal of the static signs notwithstanding. There has to be a better way to advertise events,
and promote the Common. We need to do better than this.”
Jacob Hathaway, 1601 E. 3045 S., “I see no reason to increase size of signs. Nor to install
large electric signs all so close to each other. We should just accept the cost and pay over
time to remove as much signage as possible. It seems like we are trying to be a for profit
company not a city. Let’s be a community and do what’s best for everyone not just Reagan.
You can’t tell me this isn’t great for them.”
Elyse Sullivan noted that some comments were directed to the City Council. Chair LaMar
said they did not need to be read. Sullivan read from an email received from staff, “I would
like to place a formal objection to the removal of the Reagan Signs on our property and
subsequently our loss of income. We ask for compensation for our loss because Millcreek has
chosen to make the agreement with Reagan Sign. The owners of the property are all seniors
and this will impose a financial hardship. Thank You, Sharlene Hansen, Sherelyn Kettley,
Evelyn Callister property owners 3155 Highland Drive.”
Chair LaMar closed the public hearing.
Commissioner Larsen said the comments raised doubt about the city’s ability to be able to
remove the billboards after 40 years. Winder said it would by the City Council’s discretion at
that time per the agreement. Commissioner Claerhout asked how 40 years was decided.
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Winder said Reagan wanted the billboards up forever and through back-and-forth discussion
40 years was settled on. Commissioner Sieber asked about the Mt. Olympus Community
Council adding not allowing advertising harmful to children and asked if that could be
considered in the MOU. Winder said it would be discussed with Reagan. Chair LaMar
cautioned that prohibitions of content advertising could be subjective. He recommended a
citizen committee decide the content. Commissioner Stephens said the city could not regulate
content in code but wondered if they could through an agreement. Winder said other cities do
regulate content of advertising on city-owned property. Chair LaMar asked about the City’s
fair advertising while the sign is down, for example loss of power. Winder noted that the
interests were aligned in maintaining signs as soon as possible. He offered that any MOU
clarification suggestions be sent to him. Commissioner Cianflone asked when the billboard
would become profitable. Winder said Reagan had those numbers. Commissioner Cianflone
noted that city-owned and installed signs could potentially make the money to pay for
themselves and buy out billboards. Winder asked if the city wanted to be in the business of
selling advertising space.
Commissioner Reid said she attended the American Planning Association Utah Conference
and there was a session on billboards. Utah caters to the billboard industry more than any
other state in the mountain west though Utahns overwhelming disapprove of billboards.
Cities can deny billboard requests if it violates ordinance. The Commission is being asked to
change ordinance because the proposal does not comply. The law does not support changing
the ordinance, so she did not agree that having digital billboards was part of the plan all
along. She said Lynn Pace, Sandy City Attorney, pointed to the importance of getting an
independent appraisal of a billboard. His experience in Salt Lake was that the city never paid
to remove a sign, every time the city offered to buy a sign the billboard company backed
down.
Commissioner Stephens said the importance with an appraisal is to decide if it is a good idea
to buy with taxpayer money. He noted the termination of the lease information was
something the city had access to. He said staff represented the cost to remove the billboard as
$1-1.3 million but the only comparable was from Holladay which was less than half of what
was represented. Reagan could invoke right of refuse and buy the property or decline to
invoke the right and the city sells it to another party. He said if real estate deals were not
pending, there would not be urgency. He felt the proposal was premature until eminent
domain was investigated. Commissioner Allen said this proposal was not a generic request,
but a specific request for a deal to happen so the Commission needed to understand the deal.
Chair LaMar said some respect needed to be given to the planning documents, otherwise
what was the point of having them. He was in favor of removing billboard square footage but
wanted to know the process of selecting which billboards to come down. He noted that the
owners of one of the billboards did not want the billboard on their property to come down.
He felt the MOU was in the early stages and the Plans should not be changed without more
information. Commissioner Larsen said he was first opposed to the deal a couple months
prior, but after studying the staff report, he came ready to support it. However, some issues
raised in the meeting swayed him against it again; lack of information, potential harm to
public safety, the perception that the City is acting out of fear and haste, and the
overwhelming public comment against it. He respected the constituency of the city above all.
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Commissioner Wright felt the billboards were unnecessary since signs were built into the
City Center itself. He did not like that this would require the Commission to go against the
City’s ordinances. He did not feel the large billboards were necessary for the City Center to
succeed. He was against the proposal. Commissioner Cianflone felt staff had the right
intentions. She said the public made it clear how they felt about the issue, against, and she
agreed so she was against the proposal. Commissioner Claerhout said this was a collaborative
effort to get the City Center done with good intentions. He could see the economic benefits
and residents wanted to remove billboards. He said he was 60% against the proposal and
40% for it. He asked the Commission if they were not concerned about the fiscal implications
and only the planning/ordinances, how they would feel about the proposal. Commissioner
Cianflone said the City Center Overlay Zone (CCOZ) and City Center Master Plan answered
that. Commissioner Reid said the potential positive is the financials and they do not have that
information to evaluate.
Commissioner Allen expressed concerns about notices and public input since there was a lot
of effort put into developing the city plans. He felt that some property owners would be
benefited with billboard removal and not others. He had never seen a city push a Planning
Commission to amend three different things and have one meeting to discuss it. He said any
other application would be given more consideration. He wanted conflict counsel, an
independent attorney, to advise the Commission since the City Attorney had been part of
negotiating the MOU. Commissioner Wright said a lot of the public input was against the
proposal and wondered if it should be given any more consideration. Commissioner Stephens
said there was not enough information, and the city should be given the opportunity to
provide it. Chair LaMar said the MOU may change. He wanted the time to look at everything
fully. He agreed that conflict counsel would be wise.
Winder asked Chair LaMar if he wanted clarification on the issues raised by the
Commission. Chair LaMar said no. Commissioner Claerhout asked if the process of approval
was delayed, what impacts it would have on the City Center. Winder said if the billboard on
3300 S. and adjacent right of first refusal could not be removed, it would curb the trade for
property where the new City Hall is going to go, and the Cottonwood Residential project
known as Millcreek Common West. If projects are delayed, the income stream to pay the $20
million bond with tax increment is delayed and bond payments would be made from the
General Fund. It would further complicate the timeline for city hall and the city must be out
of its current location by summer of 2023 so there would be another temporary city hall.
Staff had pushed the MOU with Reagan for 6 months already and the opportunity could go
away. He noted the city was the applicant and state law required a prudent response from the
Commission. Commissioner Allen said the Commission had never been asked to make a
decision in one night, so the city as the applicant should not change the rules. He felt the
condemnation process should have already started. Commissioner Stephens said there was no
plan by the Commission to drag this out, only to be responsible with the process.
Commissioner Stephens moved to continue these applications to the next Planning
Commission meeting in October for the reasons stated by the Planning Commission:
process issues, notice issues, evaluation, and documentation issues. There was a myriad of
issues for the Commission to absorb and it could not be done in one meeting. Commissioner
Allen offered an amendment to the motion to say the next available meeting or at a later date
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selected by staff. Commissioner Stephens amended the motion to say to the next public
meeting as determined by the Chair and staff. Commissioner Allen seconded.
Commissioner Sieber said if Reagan was not involved with these signs, the vision for the City
Center would look different. She wanted to see the City’s vision if Reagan was not involved.
Commissioner Stephens amended the motion to include the request as one of the rationales.
Commissioner Allen seconded the amendment. Chair LaMar called for the vote.
Commissioners Stephens, Allen, Reid, Sieber, Larsen, Wright, Cianflone, and LaMar voted
yes. Commissioner Claerhout voted no. The motion passed.
Chair LaMar raised the idea of having outside legal counsel because there was a conflict of
interest for the Millcreek City Attorney to advise the Commission since he was part of the
negotiations of the MOU. He said timeliness was not defined for consideration of the application.
Commissioner Allen said timeliness would be what was customary for this type of application.
Commissioner Reid said no vote would be considered as a “no” vote per the staff report and
wondered if it was legal because it meant that whatever the Commission decided did not matter.
Commissioner Allen moved to request the city administration appoint independent legal
counsel to advise the Planning Commission on questions and concerns we have about the
process and applications. Commissioner Cianflone seconded. Commissioners Allen,
Cianflone, Stephens, Reid, Sieber, Larsen, Wright, and LaMar voted yes. Commissioner
Claerhout voted no. The motion passed.
The Commission took a break from 8:55-9:06 p.m.
2. Continuing Application
2.1 Consideration of CU-21-014, Preliminary Approval of a Conditional Use Permit for
a Mixed-Use Project Consisting of 119 Condominium Units with Office and Retail in
the City Center Overlay Zone Location: 3330 S. Highland Drive Applicant: Russ
Sorenson
Robert May said the application was continued from the August meeting. At that meeting,
there was discussion of mitigation methods for traffic impacts that was left unresolved and
the question of the shared parking being available for all uses. The Planning Commission
motioned to “continue this item to a future date for reasons because we need to understand
more on the mitigation for the traffic for what has been proposed to us and make sure that
will feel like it is acceptable for the standards of approval which include the traffic and street
surface levels and also additional details for the parking and how that would work would be
nice to see and that would help eliminate any heartburn of shared parking, that it be looked
at.” Planning staff recommended approval of the conditional use permit CU-21-014 with the
conditions located in the staff report, including the recommendations provided by Millcreek
Engineering and that staff and the applicant explore solutions through technical review to
make all parking stalls available for shared parking.
Tyler Green, on behalf of the developer, asked the Commission if the project met the CCOZ
ordinance. Chair LaMar wanted to address the shared parking and traffic mitigation for
egress. Commissioner Wright brought up additional height. Green said CCOZ allowed
additional height. Green said 82 commercial parking stalls were being provided with ingress
and egress on both entrances. The surface level and subterranean (referred to as north and
south from the points of ingress/egress) parking lots do not connect. There are 119 dedicated
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residential parking stalls. Commissioner Allen said the numbers were based on shared
parking ratios, but the Commission was concerned that the gate created non-shared parking.
Green said the gate would be controlled by 24-hour on-site management so it could be kept
open. He said he did not want to shut people out of the property. Programming in the city and
on-site dictated that administration. The spaces designated stalls for shared parking would be
shared. Commissioner Allen said a person administering the gate for shared parking was a
new concept. He asked if a condition in the Commission’s motion stated that the gate should
remain open during business hours if they would be okay with that. Green confirmed and
said it was not an issue. Chair LaMar asked for clarification on the number of stalls in each
garage; 58 in the north and 119 in south. Russ Sorenson, applicant, said the 58 stalls on the
surface level would always be open during the day, only residents’ guests could park
overnight. In the dedicated parking was residential and business employees. He said the
businesses Aqua Vie Day Spa and Fine Arts Inn would own their buildings, so they get
gated, dedicated parking. Chair LaMar appreciated the number breakdown. May noted that
any development over 50 units required a 24-maintenance person per the CCOZ. It was
decided that business hours would be defined by the business uses on site, not specific hours.
Chair LaMar asked about traffic mitigations. Green suggested limiting left turns during peak
traffic hours on the south access and add a curbed median on the north access to prevent left
turns. Frederick Lutze said the curb would extend to 3300 S. Green noted that there may be a
second phase of the project with a potential connection to the public section of Luck Lane.
Commissioner Cianflone said 80% of traffic wanted to go north on Highland Drive and
wondered how they would do that. Lutze said they could turn around on Luck Lane or go
around the block. He said staff explored options: alternatives to doing U-turns in the fire turn
around on the south leg of Luck Lane, a U-turn at Luck Lane at the cemetery, and a
roundabout at Luck Lane which pushed traffic failures south. He said if there was a viable
solution with one of those due to additional traffic concerns, the developer would be
expected to financially participate. Commissioner Allen asked if the applicant would
participate in the future if need be. Sorenson said he would if it was proved that their project
created the failure through the traffic study, but if they created the connection to Luck Lane
through phase II, that obligation would go away. John Brems suggested the condition say, “it
is reasonably related to mitigate the anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use.”
May reviewed the conditions the Commission discussed: 1) residential stalls will be available
for shared parking during business hours; 2) design building to accommodate a phase II
access connecting to Luck Lane creating an additional access; and 3) require the applicant to
construct the raised median pass on the north access to their development and also allow left
turn movements from the south access with restrictions during certain hours and if there are
any detrimental effects that it will be reviewed during the technical review process. Chair
LaMar noted bearing the financial cost unless phase II was constructed.
Commissioner Cianflone asked if traffic traveling north had to only use the south entrance.
Lutze confirmed. Chair LaMar appreciated the shared parking clarification and felt it was
imperative that phase II happened for traffic mitigation. He did not feel the traffic mitigation
was sufficient otherwise. Mike Winder said Economic Development staff was actively
working on redeveloping the bowling alley property. Francis Lilly recommended a condition
to the effect of, the applicant will design phase I so that it can have access to Luck Lane if the
applicant controls what could become a future phase of the project; or the applicant will
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make best efforts with whoever does control that property to facilitate an easement or cross
access.
Chair LaMar wondered about coordination of the traffic lights to create a traffic break. Lutze
said it could be investigated. Commissioner Cianflone asked Lutze if the mitigation was safe.
Lutze said the residents living there needed to learn the traffic movement and the mitigation
was the safest that could be provided. Commissioner Cianflone asked if the residents could
be informed about the traffic movement. Sorenson said the CC&Rs could have disclosure
language added. Lutze said the second phase solved the problems, but the decision could not
be based on it happening. Chair LaMar asked if accident counts in that section of 3300 S. and
Luck Lane on Highland Drive could be tracked. Lutze said Unified Police Department
tracked that information. Commissioner Allen said consequences of failures on the
conditions were hard to regulate. Lilly said there could be a monitoring regime structured in
the business license.
Commissioner Allen moved to approve the conditional use permit CU-21-014 with the
conditions in the staff report including the recommendations provided by the Millcreek
Engineering and the additional conditions we’ve added today including the one related to
parking, the one related to access connection to phase II if we’re able to do that or best
efforts if they’re not controlling that, and the applicant will participate in any reasonable
improvements per the language of John Brems, and the concept that if a phase II
connection happens that the applicant would not be responsible for any Highland Drive
related. Commissioner Reid seconded.
The conditions in the staff report were:

1. Applicant shall restrict left turns out of the north project access or incorporate another means
of traffic mitigation subject to approval by the City Engineer.
2. Prior to receiving final subdivision plat approval, applicant shall bond for all required street
improvements, including curb, gutter, sidewalk, street trees and required irrigation, required
setback landscaping, streetlights, and any other improvement required by the City. Applicant
shall incorporate travel demand management strategies for the project, including but not
limited to subsidizing the cost of transit passes for commercial and residential uses, providing
safe, secure, and convenient bicycle storage beyond what is required by Millcreek code, and
installing showers and locker rooms for use by commercial tenants.
4. The applicant shall include a travel demand management plan in recorded covenants, codes,
and restrictions to be recorded as part of the condominium plat, or in tenant lease agreements.
5. The applicant will ensure that every residential unit has at least one dedicated parking space.
6. Applicant shall provide service availability letters from all utility providers prior to receiving
final conditional use approval.
7. Applicant shall verify that the building will exceed the current energy code (2015 IECC,
ASHRAE 90.1-2013) performance by at least 5 percent, prior to being issued a building
permit.
8. Applicant shall verify with engineering staff through appropriate studies as required by the
City’s Geological Hazards ordinance that the soils are suitable for development prior to
receiving final conditional use approval.
9. Applicant shall install dark-sky compliant lighting, and submit a lighting plan, including for
signage, for review by planning staff prior to receiving final conditional use approval.
10. Applicant shall comply with the materials palette presented in the application. No stucco or
EIFS will be permitted on any building façade.
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11. Within one year of receiving preliminary conditional use approval, applicant shall record a
commercial condominium plat consisting of at least 25,793 square feet of commercial uses.
Commercial uses shall not include leasing offices or amenities space for the residential use.
12. The applicant shall obtain preliminary plan approval from the Fire Marshal prior to
receiving final conditional use approval.
13. The applicant shall provide to the City daytime and evening peak time parking counts
obtained at quarterly intervals at least once annually, from the date of issuance of the final
certificate of occupancy, for at least five years.
14. Prior to receiving a certificate of occupancy, applicant shall apply an anti-graffiti material or
coating on the north, west, and south building facades, and on any fencing the applicant
installs on the project.
15. The design of the site and building shall comply with all applicable development standards,
including but not limited to the City’s Recreational Facility and Open Space Standards,
Medium and High Density Residential Development Standards, the Millcreek Urban Forestry
Standards, and any site development standard required by the City Engineer and Fire
Marshal.
16. Prior to receiving final conditional use approval, the applicant shall certify that existing utility
services have the capacity to accommodate additional demand.
17. The applicant shall obtain final approval from the Millcreek City Engineer that all
anticipated traffic impacts or concerns of the proposed development have been mitigated.
18. Signs and accessory structures will require separate building permits and staff review for
zoning/land use compliance.
19. The applicant shall provide sufficient parking-lot light illumination. No light source (light
bulb, fluorescent tube, or other direct source of light used to illuminate a parking area) shall
be visible beyond the property line including the alley (ROW) of any off-street parking area
as required by Section 19.80.030 of the zoning ordinance.
20. Any modifications to these approved plans must be approved by the Planning Department, in
writing, prior to the changes being implemented in the field.
21. Landscaping shall be installed in compliance with Chapter 19.77 Water Efficient Landscape
Design and Development Standards and as required by the City Center overlay Zone. Any
revisions to the landscape plan package shall be reviewed and approved in writing by the
director or designee prior to commencement of construction. Re-certification of compliance
with the requirements of the landscaping ordinance shall be provided by the qualified
professionals who prepared and submitted the plan revisions.
22. The applicant will comply with all requirements established through the technical review
process prior to receiving final conditional use approval.
23. All items of the staff report.

Chair LaMar called for the vote. Commissioners Allen, Reid, Sieber, Larsen, Stephens, and
Claerhout voted yes. Commissioners Cianflone, Wright, and LaMar voted no. The motion
passed.
Winder reminded the Commission of a joint special work meeting with the City Council the
following evening, September 16, to tour the Millcreek Common.
3. Commission Business Continued
3.1 Approval of August 18, 2021 Meeting Minutes
Commissioner Stephens moved to approve the August 18, 2021 minutes. Commissioner
Sieber seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. All Commissioners present voted yes.
The motion passed unanimously.
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3.2 Updates from the Planning and Zoning Director
There were no updates.
3.3 Training Regarding Conditional Use Approvals and Planning Commission
Procedures
There was no training.
4. Calendar of Upcoming Meetings
• City Council Mtg., 9/27/21, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
• Mt. Olympus Community Council Mtg., 10/5/21, 6:00 p.m. TBD
• Millcreek Community Council Mtg., 10/5/21, 6:30 p.m. TBD
• Canyon Rim Citizens Association Mtg., 10/6/21, 7:00 p.m. TBD
• East Mill Creek Community Council Mtg., 10/7/21, 6:30 p.m. TBD
• City Council Mtg., 10/11/21, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
• Planning Commission Mtg., 10/20/21, 5:00 p.m. at City Hall
ADJOURNED: Commissioner Stephens moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:16 p.m. Chair
LaMar seconded. Chair LaMar called for the vote. All Commissioners voted yes. The
motion passed unanimously.
APPROVED: ______________________________ Date
Shawn LaMar, Chair
Attest:

______________________________
Elyse Sullivan, City Recorder

