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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
              Meeting of September 22, 2016 

 
City Hall Council Chambers ∗ 290 North 100 West Logan, UT 84321 ∗ www.loganutah.org 

 

Minutes of the meeting for the Logan City Planning Commission convened in regular session on 
Thursday, September 22, 2016.  Vice-Chairman Price called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Commissioners Present:   David Butterfield, Dave Newman, Tony Nielson, Russ Price, Sara 
Sinclair 
 
Commissioners Excused: Amanda Davis, Eduardo Ortiz 
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Pollan, Kymber Housley, Bill Young, Craig 
Humphreys, Debbie Zilles 
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the August 25, 2016 meeting were reviewed. Commissioner 
Sinclair moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Newman seconded the 
motion. The motion was unanimously approved.    
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
 
PC 16-032 Berntson Estates – continued from August 25, 2016 [Subdivision Permit] Nate 
Brockbank/Berntson LLC, authorized agent/owner, request a 76-lot single-family and 1-lot 
commercial subdivision on 26.13 acres located at 1200 East 1400 North in the Neighborhood 
Residential (NR-6) zone; TIN 05-011-0006. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the summary of changes. The applicant has resubmitted a plan that 
shows 76 residential building lots (previous submittal was 89 residential lots) and one (1) 3.42 acre 
residual commercial lot north of 1400 North. The residential lots range from 8,000 to 24,238 SF. Of 
the 76 residential lots, 43 are larger than 9,000 SF. The plan still shows the 16’ landscape buffer 
areas adjacent to 1400 North and 1200 East. The geotechnical report has been reviewed and 
determined by the Public Works Department to be adequate at this time. As each individual lot is 
proposed for home development; in steep-slope areas, a specific retention and building placement 
plan will be reviewed and approved based on geotechnical and site specific issues.  
 
PROPONENT:  Nathan Brockbank pointed out that the original proposal was for 112 lots (4.6 
units/acre) which is now been redesigned for 76 residential lots (2.9 units/acre).   
 
PUBLIC:  Morris Poole, 55 Bristol Road, commended the developer on his desire to include the 
neighborhood in discussions about this project and work out some of the concerns. This proposal 
seems to be the “best compromise we could expect in this situation because of the zoning and the 
way it was proposed originally”.  This subdivision has great possibilities; families will live and stay 
in the area because the lot sizes are sufficient for growing families. 
 
Jack Peterson expressed appreciation for the Commission, especially for Commissioners Newman 
and Sinclair who months ago “stood firm amidst ridicule from other Commissioners, staff and legal 
counsel” in regards to the project meeting the established criteria and compatibility.  
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Dave Burris, 144 Bristol Road, appreciates this reasonable compromise and believes this 
development will have a positive impact on the overall economy of the City, the neighborhood and 
the community.  He wants to ensure that the landscaping will look good.  
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Nielson recused himself due to a personal conflict of interest. 
 
Commissioner Newman said the Code is specific that any unbuildable lots have to be noted on the 
plat and asked if the assumption with this proposal would be that all lots would be considered 
buildable.  Mr. Holley said there may be portions of a lot(s) that exceed a slope greater than 30% 
that may be unbuildable (contained in condition of approval 15), however, it has been determined 
that every lot is buildable. 
 
Chairman Price asked about water removal.  Mr. Holley said he has discussed this issue with the 
Public Works Director who has advised that there will be coordination for water flow and drainage.   
 
Commissioner Sinclair expressed concern about compatibility and that it still seems crowded. 
 
Chairman Price asked about density comparisons of surrounding areas.  Mr. Holley said the 
proposal is 2.9 units/acre based on the overall property size to number of lots.  The area to the 
east is 4.11 units/acre (roads have different cross sections which may skew the numbers slightly).  
From a density standpoint, this proposal is quite similar. 
 
Commissioner Newman complimented the developer and said this proposal would pass under the 
NR-4 zone.  Mr. Holley said it would based on density; however, some of the lots would be too 
small for approval within an NR-4 zone. 
 
Chairman Price asked if there were any neighborhoods in the surrounding area(s) with lower 
density. Ms. Pollan advised that the lots to the north are quite a bit larger, however, the average of 
the other surrounding areas are comparable.    
 
Commissioner Newman said “at this point, this is about as good as we are going to get, which is 
not a negative comment given the size of the lots and property, as well as all the circumstances 
involved, this proposal seems to be good conclusion”. 
 
Commissioner Sinclair still has concerns about buildability on the large lots.  They look bigger than 
they really are and there are many that are near or less than 8,000 SF.  Mr. Holley pointed out that 
all the lots are at least 8,000 SF or above. 
 
Chairman Price suggested adding a condition that would require the developer or HOA to have 
responsibility for vegetation.  Mr. Holley advised that these will be private lots.  Chairman Price 
pointed out that the concern is that the uphill grades will have a visual impact. Mr. DeSimone, the 
Community Development Director, said there will be a cut slope that is exposed one way or 
another.  The lots are all large enough to accommodate a single-family home and maintenance of 
the property should be left to the property owner’s discretion.  Chairman Price said they would 
need to meet the City standards which could become an enforcement issue.  Mr. DeSimone said 
he was unsure there would be an issue; the hope is that owners will take diligent care of their 
property.  Chairman Price said that is an assumption and he is concerned with the appearance of 
the perimeter of the project.  Mr. DeSimone advised that this is the same concern as in many other 
areas, especially those with slopes/difficult topography, however, the City does not tell private 
property owners how they have to landscape their yard.  Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, agreed 
that it cannot be required to be maintained a certain way because it is private property, there is not 
currently an ordinance in place that would address this issue, however, future ordinances can be 
passed.  Weeds will be enforced due to fire safety issues. 
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Commissioner Butterfield said, before a decision is made, the Commission should acknowledge 
what standard is being used in reference to the 16’ perimeter/buffer.  Chairman Price said if the 
project is approved with the conditions of approval as submitted, it would be considered as a 
building orientation buffer and not a landscape buffer.  Commissioner Butterfield wanted that to be 
clearly noted.   
 
Mr. Housley advised that staff will be recommending a future change to this standard for better 
clarification and to allow for more flexibility.   
 
Chairman Price said one of the continuing points of confusion is that this issue is discussed under 
the landscape buffer section.  Commissioner Butterfield agreed that the semantics can be 
confusing. Mr. Holley pointed out that buffer is a clarification term that is often used, but it is really 
landscaping that can be adjusted by 10%, which has been historically interpreted as building 
orientation.  A finding can certainly be added to clarify that it is considered building orientation. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to conditionally approve a Subdivision Permit as 
outlined in PC 16-032 with the conditions for approval as listed below with additional clarification.  
Commissioner Butterfield seconded the motion.  
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval are recorded and available in the Community Development 

Department. 
2. 76 single-family lots and 1 commercial lot are approved with this permit. 
3. A note shall be added to the final plat indicating a 20’ minimum rear building setback for all 

homes that back up against 1200 East and 1400 North.  
4. A pedestrian sidewalk shall be added that runs adjacent to the detention pond area connecting 

the internal streets to either 1400 North or 1200 East near the intersection. 
5. The final plat shall be recorded within one (1) year of this action with subsequent phases each 

one year following or comply with LDC 17.58 Expirations and Extensions of Time.  
6. Provide 10’ public utility easement on all property lines at the bounds of the subdivision and 5’ 

PUE on all other property lines. 
7. At the completion of phase 3 and prior to phase 4 recordation, the entire landscape buffer shall 

be installed with written maintenance responsibilities and agreements. 
8. The 1400 North and 1200 East right-of-way shall include a landscaped park strip, street trees 

and a 5’ sidewalk.  
9. The 16’ perimeter landscape buffer shall have trees places at every 20 linear feet (block 

average), shrubs at every 10’, and berming 0-3’ along both 1400 North and 1200 East. Final 
design to be approved by staff.  

10. The landscape buffers shall have automatic irrigation systems for regular watering and 
maintenance. This area shall be maintained by the developer or HOA.  A written binding 
agreement shall be submitted detailing responsibility and maintenance. A note shall be placed 
on the final plat referencing the responsibility of the landscape buffer installation and 
maintenance. 

11. If any portion of the sidewalk meanders outside of the 13’ right-of-way along 1200 East and 
1400 North, a public access easement shall be indicated on the plat.  

12. The perimeter landscape buffer and storm water retention ponds on the northwest side shall be 
on a separate parcel from building lots and labeled on the final plat as non-buildable. 

13. A final engineering geologic study to be completed by a professional engineer and approved by 
the City Engineer and Community Development Director prior to recordation of a final plat.  The 
study shall include historic high-water table information and areas that would prohibit basement 
construction should be indicated on final plats. 

14. Prior to building permit issuance in phases 3-7 for individual homes, each lot shall have a 
geotechnical review and approval based on the overall report, home layout, retention wall 
specifics, grading, cuts and fills, drainage and driveway layout.  

15. Areas of grades sloping greater than 30% shall be indicated as non-buildable on final plats. 
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16. Street cross sections shall be standard 60’ and 66’ as shown.  
17. A wetland delineation shall be completed prior the submittal of commercial design review 

permits for the three lots north of 1400 North.   
18. Prior to recording of a final plat or issuance of a building permit, the Director of Community 

Development shall receive a written memorandum from the following departments indicating 
that their requirement has been satisfied: 

a.  Fire 
i. Place fire hydrants within 600’ of all buildable area of all lots.  
ii. Roads shall meet Logan City Standards for width and grade. 

b.  Engineering 
i. Traffic Impact Study to existing roads and intersections shall be done by Logan City 

Engineering Department.  Cost of study billed to developer, input by developer regarding 
potential firms will be considered in final selection of consultant. 

ii. No lot access will be allowed from 1200 East and 1400/1500 North streets 
iii. Show “No Build” area for steep slopes per Land Development Code on final recorded 

plats 
iv. Comply with new MS4 storm water requirements (Retention onsite of 90th percent storm 

event and implementation of Low-Impact Design for permanent post construction storm 
water management best practices).  Comply with City storm water design standards. 

v. Provide Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and NOI with infrastructure construction 
drawings for approval prior to final plat recordation. 

vi. Connect drainage piping from Box Elder Circle into new development post construction 
storm water system. 

vii. Provide City with a permanent storm water utility easement on development property from 
subdivision Phase 9 lots to the existing 1400 East detention pond. 

viii. Lots 2 and 3 on north side of 1400/1500 North shall have shared access to 1400/1500 
North and align with the access from south development to form a 4-way intersection. 

ix. The north access to 1200 East from south development shall be a minimum of 200’ from 
south right-of-way line of 1400 North to the north right-of-way line of the north access road 
to 1200 East. 

x. The 3 access roads from the subdivision shall have 66’ right-of-way; all other roads shall 
be 60’ unless approved otherwise by City Engineer. 

xi. Construct1400/1500 North for 80’ right of way with curb, gutter, park strip, sidewalk and 
road section as required for specified right of way width. 

xii. Provide to City prior to plat recordation, water shares for new development, development 
agreement, storm water maintenance agreement and land disturbance permit 

xiii. Construct all 1200 East and 1400/1500 North improvements within first phase. 
xiv. Provide a 10’x10’ long corner cut off at southeast corner of 1400 North and 1200 East 

and a minimum 25’ radius. 
c.  Environmental  

i. Provide all weather access and turn around for residential collection trucks for each 
phase. 

d.  Water 
i. All water meter setters must meet current Logan City standards for check valves. 
ii. All landscape irrigation water systems, if connected to culinary water, must have high-

hazard backflow assembly installed and tested. 
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL    
1. The subdivision is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the use and 

enjoyment of adjacent properties because the subdivision meets the minimum requirements of 
the Land Development Code (LDC).  

2. Each lot conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan LDC in terms of lot size and 
development requirements. 

3. Each lot as conditioned is suitable for development within the NR-6 zone. 
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4. The subdivision conforms to the requirements of Title 17.47 concerning hearings, 
procedures, application requirements and plat preparations. 

5. The project meets the goals and objectives of the NR-6 zoning designations within the Logan 
General Plan.  

6. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and 
the Municipal Code. 

7. 1400 North and 1200 East provide infrastructure, utilities and are adequate in size to handle 
anticipated traffic. 

8. The landscape buffer area is considered a building orientation issue and the reduced width and 
increased trees and shrubs meet the intent of the Land Development Code section. 

 
Moved: Commissioner Newman    Seconded: Commissioner Butterfield     Passed: 4-0 
Yea:  D. Butterfield, D. Newman, R. Price, S. Sinclair       Nay:        Abstain:  
 
PC 16-038 Joyride Bikes Mural [Design Review Permit] Wayne Wheeler/Dave Newman, 
authorized agent/owner, request permission to paint a mural on the north side of the building 
located at 565 North Main in the Commercial (COM) zone; TIN 05-078-0020. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the request to paint a 13’x42’ mural (approx. 60% of the wall) on the 
north facade, adjacent to the parking lot. The mural will depict a mountain biker riding through the 
mountains in a somewhat abstract manner. There is one service door on the north facade which 
will be painted over. The remainder of the masonry is blank and currently painted white. The 
proposed mural does not contradict with the building’s architectural style because the side facades 
are relatively blank and do not contain the architectural elements that define the building.  
 
PROPONENT:  Wayne Wheeler is excited for this project and believes it will help bring more art 
into the community.   
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Newman was recused due to a personal conflict of interest. 
 
Mr. Wheeler confirmed for Chairman Price that the door on the north facade is boarded and will be 
painted; however, there is another door to the east.  
 
Chairman Price asked about the maintenance.  Mr. Holley said it would be enforced if it becomes 
an issue, which would include any type of graffiti or defacement.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sinclair moved to conditionally approve a Design Review Permit as 
outlined in PC 16-038 with the conditions for approval as listed below.  Commissioner Nielson 
seconded the motion.  
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
1. All standard conditions of approval are recorded and available in the Community Development 

Department. 
2. The mural size and shape shall be limited to 13’ x 42’ and positioned in the same location on 

the north facade as proposed in the submitted drawings. 
3. The mural shall be either painted directly onto the wall or flush mounted onto the wall.  
4. The mural must be neatly maintained. No fading, rips, peeling or cracks will be permitted.  
5. No digital displays or electronic message centers are permitted for this mural or wall art. 
6. No commercial messages or advertising content (or intent) shall be included in the mural. 
7. The mural shall not be obscene in nature as defined in Utah State law.  
8. The mural shall not be three-dimensional or project out from the wall. 
9. Commercial signs may be allowed on this façade in addition to the mural if they remain under 

10% of the first floor wall area and receive an approved Sign Permit prior to installation. 
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10. Any future changes to the mural design must comply with the conditions of approval. 
11. Any lighting associated with this project shall be downcast and oriented inward so that only the 

wall is illuminated and glare is not projected onto neighboring properties.   
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL   
1. The project is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the use and 

enjoyment of adjacent properties because the mural will not interfere with the architectural 
design of the building.  

2. The project conforms to the requirements of Title 17.47 concerning hearings, procedures, 
application requirements and plan preparations. 

3. The project meets the goals and objectives of the COM zoning designations within the Logan 
General Plan by providing unique urban spaces.  

4. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and 
the Municipal Code. 

5. The wall art is appropriately sized and proportionate to the overall building facade. 
 
Moved: Commissioner Sinclair    Seconded: Commissioner Nielson    Passed: 4-0 
Yea: D. Butterfield, T. Nielson, R. Price, S. Sinclair      Nay:       Abstain:  
 
PC 16-039 LDC Amendment – CR Zone Refinement 17.14 & 17.15 [Code Amendment] Logan 
City requests an amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) Chapters 17.14 & 17.15 to 
refine the maximum height, maximum building lengths and minimum parking requirements in the 
Campus Residential (CR) zone.  
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the proposal is to amend the Campus Residential (CR) 
Development Standards in three (3) different areas: 
� Building Height – Allow for a project to be built up to 65’ with a Conditional Use Permit. 
� Building Length – Eliminate the maximum building length of 120’ and replace with additional 

articulation requirements every 100’ of building length.  
� Parking – Modify the current parking requirement of 1 stall/occupant to .85 stall/occupant, or a 

parking ratio of 85%.  
 
The Campus Residential (CR) zone was established in 2011 in order to encourage more intensive, 
pedestrian-oriented student housing projects immediately adjacent to the Utah State University 
campus. The belief is that intensifying development in the zone two blocks west of campus will 
help relieve the student pressure on the traditional single-family neighborhoods. The CR zone was 
placed over the same general areas as the previous MFVH zoning. 
 
The previous zoning, Multi-Family Very High (MFVH), permitted a maximum of 32 units per acre 
with a maximum building height of 35’. The minimum parking requirements were 2 stalls/unit plus 
.25 stall per unit for guest parking. With the CR zone, building placement and design standards 
changed as setbacks were reduced in order to move buildings next to the street, parking areas 
were shifted to the sides and rear areas of the buildings, and new standards requiring articulation, 
differing materials, varied roof designs and building massing were adopted. Since the creation and 
implementation of the CR zone it has been amended a number of different occasions in response 
to a variety of issues and neighborhood concerns over parking, building height, unit density, 
setbacks, etc.  
 
The City has been approached by a prospective purchaser of the Blue Haven project. The initial 
discussion considered separating the CR zone into two tiers. The first tier would include blocks 
from 600-700 East while the second tier would include blocks from 700-800 East. The purpose of 
this tiered system would be to create standards for more intense development in the 700-800 East 
block, immediately adjacent to USU campus, while leaving the current CR standards in place 
adjacent to the NR zones further west. Staff evaluated this concept and determined that it would 
require either the creation of an overlay zone or a new CR zone (CR-1 & CR-2).   
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The first modification is to increase the building height by 10’ and permit a project to construct up to 
65’ with a Conditional Use Permit. This proposal does not change the maximum building height of 
55’ in the CR zone, nor does it impact the height transition requirements when buildings are 
adjacent to NR-zones; rather, it provides an avenue for a project to go taller with additional scrutiny 
and review through the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process. The typical floor (story) height on 
most student housing projects is 10’ which puts a 5-story building at 50’ leaving 5’ for the roof 
height, which unless it is a flat roof with a minimal parapet, is impossible. The way we measure 
building height is based on the International Building Code (IBC) which is determined by distance 
from average grade plain to mid-point of roof. The result is that projects either get dug down with 
the bottom floor starting below grade in order to meet the maximum height limitation, or buildings 
are limited to flat roofs. The International Building Code limits the type of construction above a 
certain height, wood frame construction is permitted on five floors of residential housing, above 
that, it jumps into sky scraper standards requiring steel construction. Because the cost differential 
is so dramatic, most projects will not go above five stories of housing. The additional 10’ would 
allow for a wider variety of building designs without creating any additional impacts on surrounding 
properties.  
 
The second proposed amendment would eliminate the maximum building length of 120’ and 
replace with additional articulation requirements every 100’ of building length. Staff has proposed 
additional articulation of 8’ per 100’ of building length, whereas the prospective purchasers of Blue 
Haven have requested it be limited to 4’ per 100’ of building length. The current language in the 
Campus Residential (LDC spec sheet 17.15.120) states: 

Building Mass 
A building shall not exceed 120’ in length. There shall be a minimum separation between 
buildings of at least 20’ to provide for common open space or pedestrian access.   

 
This requirement was amended following the Factory student housing project approval in order to 
clarify that the wording actually meant a distinct break between buildings, or separate buildings, 
and the use of a tunnel or corridor was insufficient. The Factory used a 20’ wide corridor to meet 
the intent of the Code language at the time. The underlying purpose of the 120’ maximum building 
length is to regulate the overall building mass to ensure that the building does not overwhelm the 
streetscape, and enable the movement of pedestrians through a project site. 
The previous code language stated:  

Pedestrian Access 
Buildings shall not exceed 120’ in horizontal distance without minimum 20’ breaks between 
buildings providing pedestrian access or common open space. 

 
Current design standards for multi-family residential in LDC §17.14.040 require articulation, a mix 
of materials, variation in roof elevations, defined entry ways, variation in the building fenestration, 
variation in architectural styles, variations in the building height or colors. The specific articulation 
standards require changes in wall planes every 500 to 1,000 SF based on building height. 
 
Arguments against a maximum building length are that it creates additional construction costs 
because with separate buildings, a variety of requirement elements such as building elevators, 
emergency accesses, exterior end construction, fire protection systems (sprinklers/alarms), 
building security systems, etc., are duplicated within each building. The end result is that the 
additional costs start rendering a project infeasible, or these costs get passed onto tenants, which 
can lead to higher rental costs that start pricing out a majority of students and defeats the purpose 
and intent of the CR zone.  
 
Another issue considered is controlled access. The original Code language defined the standard in 
terms of pedestrian access and common open space. The last few student housing projects 
reviewed and approved have been designed to manage access through their project site, so the 
concept of creating open areas between buildings for pedestrian movement makes it more 
challenging to manage the overall site.  
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An arbitrary limit on building length does not support the intended movement toward a more 
modern and intensive built environment in this specific area. The CR zone is the only zone in the 
City to have a limitation on building length. The prior Code language defining the 120’ standard for 
pedestrian access was in place when the Independent Living Project was reviewed. Clearly, the 
intent was to limit the amount of building frontage along the street in order to break up the mass of 
the building, but also provide visual interest as well as tenant access and open areas.     
 
The third amendment is a proposal to modify the current parking requirement in the Campus 
Residential zone of one stall per single occupant, or 100%, to a parking ratio of .85 stall per single 
occupant, or 85%. The City has discussed parking standards for this specific zone several times 
since the creation of zone in 2011. Originally, the CR zone had a parking range of 0.5-6.0 stalls per 
unit, but was changed to one stall/one occupant in 2013. Prior to the CR zone, the parking ratios 
for the Multi-Family Very High zone were 2 stalls per unit plus .25 stall for visitor parking. These 
rates, in this geographic area, have proven to be insufficient to accommodate the parking demand 
generated by some of the older student housing projects especially as the permitted occupancy 
has increased. 
 
The question is determining what is necessary to service a project’s real parking demands. There 
is a parking problem in the Adams neighborhood during the school year, which is caused, in part, 
by commuter students and/or USU employees unwilling to purchase campus parking permits, or 
campus students living in campus housing and unable to obtain campus parking permits, and 
older, grandfathered properties with insufficient on-site parking to accommodate tenant’s parking 
needs. Many of these grandfathered properties were converted into more intensive living 
arrangements at a time when there were no parking standards.  
 
Staff has researched a number of student housing complexes, and most are parking at ratios of 
80% - 90%. USU campus housing is maxed out at a ratio of 75%, with a waiting list. Other mixed 
complexes housing both students and/or non students are parking at 75%-80%. Similar student 
complexes located around other similar universities are parking their students at around 70%-75%.  
 
The consideration regarding this amendment needs to focus on what is the true parking demand 
being generated by student housing projects, both now and in the foreseeable future. When the 
CR zone was created, it was believed that the proximity to campus would lend itself to evolving into 
a more pedestrian type of housing resulting in students not bringing vehicles to school. The shift 
toward a pedestrian environment is a long-term proposition that needs to be continually promoted. 
 
Staff’s determination is that the one stall/one occupant in the CR zone is generally too high and is 
not going to resolve the current parking problem in the neighborhoods adjacent to the University. 
The recent study prepared by the Blue Haven’s engineering firm demonstrated that a number of 
complexes near the university have average parking ratios around 85%.  
 
The proposed amendments will enable Logan City, landowners and neighbors within, and adjacent 
to, the CR zone promote student housing projects compatible with the neighborhood, walkable in 
design, and reflect a long-term commitment to good, lasting construction and design. Staff would 
propose that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation of approval to the City Council 
for consideration.   
 
PUBLIC:  Emails from Bill Kramer, Clair & Marilyn Griffin, Burt Lamborn and Ted Nyman were 
received and distributed to the Commission prior to the meeting.  
 
Stan Hoffman, representing the real estate company that is purchasing the property, explained that 
they have the area under contract and it will no longer be a Brandley project.  They have put 
together an experienced team to work on a future student housing development (formerly the Blue 
Haven project) and are making a real effort to accommodate any concerns. 
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Ryan Mackoviak, an architect on the former Blue Haven project, the Independence Student Living 
project and this new project advised that his is aware of, and sensitive to, the concerns of the 
community.  Student housing projects help eliminate the problem of students living in 
neighborhoods.  In developing these projects, one of the biggest roadblocks is the length of the 
building.  He commended staff for addressing this issue.  No one wants to lose the character of 
Logan; however there are many ways to address a building that exceeds 120’ that will not diminish 
the character of the building, especially with the proposal for more articulation.   
 
Chris McKay, a Vintage Capital partner, said that they have managed several student housing 
developments and have found that overall parking is about 62%. Often times they will not allow a 
student to lease a unit if they have a vehicle unless there is a designated spot to park. The 
company has a desire to mitigate parking and has zip cars onsite which can be rented by students 
who live close to campus.   
 
Hyrum Pitt, representing the general contractor of this proposed project, said they have built many 
student housing developments and there is a “right size” for these types of projects.  These 
proposed amendments help address those issues 
 
Dick Sackett has lived in Logan for over 60 years and believes this is a positive project given the 
location. He does not see any negatives with what has been proposed and the adjustments will 
help make projects more successful.  A good student housing development will help reduce the 
number of vehicles traveling to and from campus.  He lives near the University and encouraged the 
Commission to support the proposed amendment changes.   
 
Jan Nyman was surprised when she heard about the proposed changes to the amendment 
because residents in the area have voiced concerns about parking overflowing into the 
surrounding neighborhoods. She said there are a group of males who live in one apartment and 
nine of them have vehicles, with six of them have parking places.  There is also a situation where 
seven girls live in one apartment and six of them having parking permits.  She encouraged denial 
of the proposed amendments. 
 
Bret Peterson is a proponent of raising the bar on student housing developments and understands 
the issues and efforts being made to encourage students to live closer to campus.  A good project 
will mitigate some of the problems in the surrounding areas.  He has been involved in other 
projects and believes the proposed changes will benefit USU and the community.   
 
Jack Peterson said he is confused because he thought this was a text amendment proposal and 
“yet all we’ve heard about is a specific project” and questioned why that is being discussed at this 
meeting.  He has lived in Cache Valley for 65 years and there has never been a concern about the 
profitability of a developer, yet staff seems concerned about parking costs not being feasible.  A 55’ 
height has been an acceptable standard that has served the community well.  If a project needs a 
different roof pitch, it could be reduced to four stories and should not be allowed to go higher just to 
look different.  The 120’ rule is in place because anything longer is unattractive.  There seems to 
always be avenues for developers to try and get around compliance.  A decrease in the parking is 
ludicrous; there is never enough space for parking. He encouraged rethinking these changes 
because they do not seem to have merit.  Enforcement is difficult and does not protect residents. 
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Price pointed out that if parking could realistically be reduced it would 
help increase density without taking up more ground space. Because parking structures are so 
expensive, surface parking expands.  He asked if one of the driving factors for this amendment is 
to keep the footprint as small as possible.  Mr. DeSimone advised that there is a “break even point” 
where a development can make a profit and meet parking requirements.  Structured parking is very 
expensive, the recent hospital parking structure worked out to be about $11,000 per stall; a 
structure for the former Blue Haven project would be about $23,000 per stall, which incentivizes 
developers to find ways to adjust parking.   
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Commissioner Newman asked about the height of the former Blue Haven project which was 
proposed at 9-stories. Mr. Holley said the height was within the required amount and there were 
some levels proposed subgrade. Commissioner Newman asked if it would be required to be steel 
or wood.  Mr. DeSimone advised that the Building Code allows five floors above grade to be wood, 
anything higher would require steel.  
 
Commissioner Newman asked how the 120’ building length was determined.  Mr. DeSimone said 
he did not know the exact reason, it was most likely determined to be a reasonable length. 
 
Mr. DeSimone clarified for Commissioner Butterfield that the proposal would allow for a building to 
go up to 65’ with a Conditional Use Permit; however, it will not change the standard regarding 
setback transitions. Mr. Housley pointed out that Conditional Use Permits cannot be denied without 
strong supporting evidence; it is a permitted use with conditions that can be added to mitigate any 
negative impacts.  
 
Mr. DeSimone confirmed for Commissioner Nielson that building height is based on the 
International Building Code (IBC) which is determined by distance from average grade plain to mid-
point of roof. 
 
Chairman Price asked what building is currently the tallest. Mr. Holley noted that Blue Square is 55’ 
with a flat roof and Austin Ridge (on 800 East) is 4-stories with a gabled roof. 
 
Commissioner Sinclair expressed concern with the parking and believes there is a need for 100%. 
Parking in that area is already difficult.  Height is also a concern and 55’ seems to be adequate.  
Length of buildings, with articulations, is not as concerning.  
 
Commissioner Newman pointed out that in a prior project it was noted that students with a vehicle 
typically ranged between 85-90%; considering visitor parking a 1-1 ratio seems to be reasonable.  
Higher parking ratios can mitigate overflow parking and he is in agreement with 100% parking. 
Students who have an opportunity to have a vehicle will have one and that should be addressed.  
Height is a debatable issue, he is in favor of student housing projects near campus, however, the 
current 55’ standard seems to be reasonable. Long buildings often have cross access issues. 
Although 120’ may not be the correct number he does not feel that the idea of long buildings is 
compatible with Logan.   
 
Commissioner Butterfield noted that every member of the Commission brings thoughtful critique 
and experience to each discussion.  He believes the impetus for these changes is to create an 
area for students to live close to school and these changes seem to be a good attempt.  Staff 
seems to be providing incentives for high-density housing projects to be built in appropriate areas.  
There was a comment made earlier that intimated that staff is concerned about the profitability of 
developers which does not seem to be fair.  A framework needs to be provided where developers 
can build something reasonable and property rights can be protected.  
 
Mr. DeSimone agreed and said it is not the City’s job to make sure that developers make money; 
the goal is to use available land more efficiently. With regard to parking, a determination needs to 
be made regarding how much parking is necessary. There are parking problems; however, 
penalizing future developments is not the way to address this concern, it should be handled 
through restrictions and enforcement. Staff is comfortable that 85-90% of students have a vehicle.  
The key is not to over or under park, which is the reason for this discussion. 
 
Commissioner Butterfield agreed that the goal is how to most efficiently utilize a limited area for 
student housing and this seems to be an attempt to refine the Campus Residential zone in a way 
that provides proper incentives to have students live in this area.  He supports the changes; it 
seems to give the Commission leeway to add additional articulation requirements to ensure that 
development fits the area.  
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Commissioner Nielson pointed out that this discussion is not related to a specific project, it is for 
changes to the entire Campus Residential zone.  He has empathy for the residents of Adams 
neighborhood and the parking problems in that area and believes the parking ratio should remain 
1-1.  Snow removal can also take up available parking, which does not include guest parking.  He 
does not think it is fair to developers that parking ratios are changed every few years.  If there are 
extra stalls, they can be leased out.  In reference to height, 10’ makes a lot of difference to people 
who live near the area.  Length should be site specific, if a building is the entire length of a street it 
can be difficult, however, middle-block projects might be able to blend more.   
 
Commissioner Newman encouraged the incentivation of married student housing. Chairman Price 
agreed there is a shortage of married student housing, which cannot be mixed with single-housing 
effectively.  He suggested finding ways to get to the point where parking can be comfortably 
reduced. Good urban design finds ways to encourage pedestrian travel.  Students walk to campus, 
however, the majority of them use vehicles to go to jobs, shopping, recreation etc. There is a need 
for more services available in the area to help with densification. He would like to see a specific 
plan for parking which would allow the numbers to make sense.  People in the community do not 
believe there is enough parking in the area, which is a problem that needs to be solved. 
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that alternative parking plans allow for the unique aspects of specific 
projects.  Community-wide, the use of vehicles is a cultural issue, especially given the climate of 
the area. 
 
Chairman Price said he could envision allowances for bonuses based on other circumstances.  He 
agrees that permeability of a block is not solved with building articulation and is concerned that the 
City has been working with the Blue Haven project, which has now changed hands, and the new 
developer is trying to persuade the Commission for other allowances. 
 
Commissioner Nielson likes the idea of tiers within the Campus Residential zone, with more 
thought to areas right along campus.  He agrees there are likely some students who do not have a 
vehicle; however, there is a current problem with parking.   
 
Mr. DeSimone advised that CR-1 and CR-2 areas could be created which could provide more of a 
buffer and mitigate some of the concerns and issues.  Chairman Price said he would be willing to 
consider this as an alternative.  
 
Commissioner Newman said if tiers or levels are an alternative, they should be put in place before 
any other decisions are made.  Mr. DeSimone said it could be broken out into specific locations 
and modifications.  Chairman Price said he would still be concerned about long buildings; perhaps 
120’ might be too short; however, 600’ would be too long. Mr. Housley recommended that a 
specific number be implemented. 
 
Mr. DeSimone said the fundamental challenge is that a 600’ long building could be currently built in 
the Mixed Residential (MR) zone. The Campus Residential (CR) zone is the only zone where there 
is a 120’ maximum length and is the zone where density is encouraged.  
 
Commissioner Newman said the design of USU allows for pedestrian access between buildings.  
Mr. DeSimone pointed out that the difference is pedestrians do not have access to cross private 
property.  Entrances can be prescribed; however, public accesses will not be designed.  Owners 
want security and control of access into the property. 
 
Chairman Price noted that the Factory (at 270’) seems quite long; a longer building could create 
scale problems. Incentivizing additional length and/or adding a commercial component might be 
helpful. 
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MOTION: Commissioner Nielson moved to continue discussion of PC 16-039 to the meeting of 
October 13, 2016.  Commissioner Sinclair seconded the motion.  

 
Moved: Commissioner Nielson    Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair     Passed: 5-0 
Yea: D. Butterfield, D. Newman, T. Nielson, R. Price, S. Sinclair      Nay:       Abstain:  
 
WORKSHOP ITEMS for October 13, 2016   

� PC 16-040 Hampton Inn & Suites 
� PC 16-041 MR-9 Rezone 

 
Meeting adjourned at 7:36 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded for the Logan City Planning Commission 
meeting of September 22, 2016. 
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