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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
              Meeting of November 10, 2016 

 
Logan City 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, November 10, 2016. Vice-Chairman Price called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Commissioners Present: David Butterfield, Dave Newman, Tony Nielson, Eduardo Ortiz, Russ 
Price, Sara Sinclair 
 
Commissioners Excused:  Amanda Davis 
 
Staff Present: Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Amber Pollan, Kymber Housley, Bill Young, Debbie 
Zilles 
 
Minutes from the October 27, 2016 meeting were reviewed. Commissioner Sinclair moved that the 
minutes be approved as submitted.  Commissioner Ortiz seconded the motion. The motion was 
unanimously approved.    
 
PUBLIC HEARING 

 

PC 16-029 Bridger Neighborhood Downzone - continued from July 14, 2016 [Zone Change]  
City of Logan/Jed Willets-Mountainland Developers LLC, authorized agent/owner, request a 
rezone of Logan Gateway and Royal Point Lot #6 from Mixed Residential High (MR-20) to Mixed 
Residential Medium (MR-12) to be consistent with the Bridger neighborhood located at 1650 North 
400 West (5.3 acres) and 1354 North 200 West (1.8 acres); TIN 04-081-0014;05-041-0056;04-081-
0032.  
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley explained that the intent is that this project be placed on the Commission 
docket and continued every six months for the purpose of having a pending ordinance in place for 
these properties in case a different project is submitted with a higher density or intensity from what 
has been agreed upon.  When the applicant submits a final plat or the project expires (May 17, 
2017) the plan is to send a recommendation, at that time, to the Municipal Council. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Nielson moved to continue PC 16-029 to the meeting of May 25, 2017. 
Commissioner Sinclair seconded the motion.  
 
Moved: Commissioner Nielson   Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair   Passed: 6-0 
Yea:  D. Butterfield, D. Newman, T. Nielson, E. Ortiz, R. Price, S. Sinclair    Nay:     Abstain:  
 
PC 16-046 Neighborhood NR-4 Rezone Project – continued from October 27, 2016 [Zone 
Change] Logan City requests to rezone residential properties from NR-6 to NR-4 in a number of 
developed and undeveloped areas that are more conducive to the NR-4 zoning designation.  This 
rezone includes approximately 80 acres in the Hillcrest neighborhood, approximately 480 acres in 
the Wilson neighborhood and approximately 190 acres in the Woodruff neighborhood. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report including a list of pros/cons as directed by the 
Commission at the last meeting.   
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Pros: larger lots for larger home options; more open area; adjacent home values may rise (market 
driven); typically less neighborhood resistance; match scale/scope/character of adjacent 
neighborhoods; better match zoning with already built area and the desire of adjacent residents. 
 
Cons: inefficient development (more roads and utilities); more automobile dependence; less 
affordable housing options; adjacent home values may drop (market driven); lot coverage is 
typically higher; few home plan options (limited to smaller footprint home plans); contrary to the 
General Plan and Envision Cache Valley Plan regarding intense compact development to preserve 
the fringe/agricultural and rural areas. 
 
PUBLIC:  Frank Schofield, Logan City School District Superintendent and former principal of 
Wilson Elementary, conveyed the district’s position in favor of the proposal. Zoning and lot sizes 
have an impact on local schools. Many of the neighborhoods with older homes and smaller lots 
have young families in starter homes that move out of the area as family sizes increase; this has a 
series of effects in terms of character, relationships and success of schools and students.  In areas 
where there are larger lots there is more stability which helps strengthen the community. 
 
Morris Poole is in favor of this proposal.  He commended the City and the Commission for being 
sensitive to the fact that Logan needs more areas to help provide homes for long-term families. 
 
Arlene Clark asked if the development proposed for the gravel pit would remain the same in the 
event that the developer decides to sell.  Mr. Housley advised that the property would have to be 
developed due to the zoning regulations that are in place. 
 
Linda Hodges has lived in the Hillcrest area since 1974 and is glad to see this area down zoned 
and asked why 1500-1600 East is not included in the proposal.  
 
Marilyn Griffin pointed out that when zoning was being addressed several years ago, every district 
expressed desire for larger lot sizes.  This proposal is the result of the desire of citizens.  There is a 
need for areas where larger homes can be built so that families can stay in Logan. 
 
Jack Peterson supports this proposal, it is time for this to be done and this is a great opportunity to 
“set the record straight”.  He expressed appreciation for the list of pros/cons that was discussed 
and encouraged the Commission to recommend approval to the Municipal Council.  
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Newman asked about the average size of lots surrounding the 
proposed areas for rezone.  Mr. Holley explained that most of the lots are close to 10,000 SF which 
is one factor that was considered when determining the boundary lines for this proposal.  
 
Commissioner Ortiz asked for the definition of suburban areas.  Mr. Holley said suburban can be 
difficult to define; however, the areas that have been proposed are on the outskirts of town and 
away from higher-density areas.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the idea for this zone is to provide 
for larger lots, as opposed to urban-style density.   
 
Commissioner Ortiz questioned the area in the Woodruff neighborhood.  Mr. Holley pointed out 
Equestrian Estates (with one acre lots) located in the area.  There are other areas that are more 
diverse.   
 
Commissioner Sinclair thanked staff for sending out the second public notice to the residents of the 
Hillcrest area to help clear up some of the questions that were expressed at the last meeting. 
 
Chairman Price asked about the recently approved subdivision adjacent to Canterbury in the 
Wilson area.  Mr. Holley said the subdivision was approved at an NR-4 type of density.   
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Chairman Price asked about the development of properties adjacent to the Watterson property.  
Mr. Holley explained that when the subdivisions to the north were platted there was not an NR-4 
zoning designation (it was formerly R1 to R3; R1 had a 7,000 SF minimum lot size).  When the 
zoning was changed in 2012, those areas became NR-6.  Chairman Price asked if the existing 
vacant property could be split, Mr. Holley said it would need to comply with the requirements of the 
zone.  
 
In answer to Ms. Clark’s question regarding boundary lines, Mr. DeSimone explained that the area 
of 1500-1600 East was considered in reference to lot size and the amount of frontage; the 
boundary line, although not perfect, approximates the threshold between larger and smaller lots.  
The lots to the east are smaller and generally do not meet the standards of the NR-4 zone.  In 
developed areas, this proposal does not make much difference.  Ms Pollan noted that the 
boundary line serves as an effort to minimize the number of legally existing nonconforming lots that 
might be created if the boundary was expanded. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Butterfield moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for a 
rezone of residential properties from NR-6 to NR-4 in a number of developed and undeveloped 
areas that are more conducive to the NR-4 zoning designation as outlined in PC 16-046 with the 
findings for approval as listed below. Commissioner Sinclair seconded the motion.  
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. The rezone is consistent with the existing neighborhood development pattern.   
2. The rezone is compatible with the General Plan and the Future Land Use Plan (FLUP) 

designation of Neighborhood Residential (NR).  
3. The rezone will ensure new development is done in a more compatible manner to that of the 

surrounding neighborhoods.   
4. The streets and infrastructure servicing these areas are sufficient in size and capacity to 

support NR-4 land uses. 
 
Moved: Commissioner Butterfield    Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair   Passed: 6-0 
Yea:  D. Butterfield, D. Newman, T. Nielson, E. Ortiz, R. Price, S. Sinclair     Nay:     Abstain:  
 
PC 16-050 Park Avenue Senior Living [Design Review Permit] Sierra Homes/Jane B. Davis 
Trust-Robert Davis Trustee, authorized agent/owner, request 104 commercial and senior living 
units on 5.51 acres at 1600 North 200 West in the Commercial (COM) zone; TIN 04-082-0018. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the request for a mixed use project on a vacant 5.5 acre site that 
consists of six (6) commercial two-story buildings located near 1600 North and 13 two-story 
residential buildings near the middle of the property. Each building is comprised of either 2-8 units, 
all being stacked vertically within the two-stories. The main unit would be on the ground floor, 
intended for senior living with a second accessory residential unit above. The upper units will be 
accessed through an interior corridor and the lower units will be accessed via french doors. The 
commercial buildings will have the flexibility to have either residential above or additional 
office/commercial space above. The proposal includes a 255-stall parking lot, landscaping and 
usable outdoor space. The project is accessed by 1600 North via two driveway approaches.   
 
Mr. Holley highlighted condition of approval #2 indicating that this is a Commercial zone and the 
primary commercial uses and structures need to be established early to indicate a mixed-use 
development.  For every two (2) residential structures built, one (1) commercial structure should be 
completed.  This residential-to-commercial ratio shall continue throughout the project until it is 
completed. 
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PROPONENT:  Matt Nielson advised that the commercial component will be dictated by the 
market.  The concern with the commercial-to-residential ratio is that there is the possibility that the 
commercial structures may not have tenants at the time it is required to be built, which may halt the 
project.  There is currently quite a bit of commercial rental/lease property available in the City. The 
project is being designed so that tenants will be able to enter residential units on the ground level.  
The proposed duplexes will have a living area on the main floor with an apartment/living space on 
the second floor.  He has over 40 years of construction experience and advised that vinyl siding is 
a good material for long-term endurance and he would like to see it be an allowed material. Stucco 
is not a good material for Utah’s climate and can have mold problems over time. 
 
Bob Davis, co-trustee on the project, explained that this land was owned by his mother.  The family 
believes this will be a good project and they are excited to see something happen with the 
property.  He has worked hard for the last 15-20 years to sell this property, potential buyers have 
had concerns with the type of zone and most investors prefer residential property. 
 
PUBLIC:  Jack Peterson said he is neither in favor of nor against this project, he just wanted to 
share his observations.  He owns commercial property on Main Street and noted the difficulty in 
leasing office/retail space.  He applauds the fact that something will be done with this property; 
however, he encouraged the Commission and developer to consider what is trying to be 
accomplished.  The design of the duplexes should be more creative and be something that is 
attractive and inviting. This does not seem like an ideal solution, it might be better to make it all 
apartments or senior living; it seems to be a difficult mix of commercial and residential.  
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Newman asked if the Commercial zone allowed for free-standing 
residential.  Mr. Holley explained that these proposed buildings would be considered free-standing 
because they are separate residential structures.  The Code allows residential at 30 units/acre in 
the Commercial zone, however, LDC §17.16.040A states “Residential development is encouraged 
so long as it is integrated into the design and function of the commercial project (not free-standing 
structures)”.  Commissioner Newman asked why the applicant did not apply for a zone change to 
Mixed Use.  Mr. Holley said that was discussed, however, the applicant preferred to go this route. 
 
Commissioner Newman pointed out that according to the Code there must be covered pedestrian 
entrances and there are none proposed.  Mr. Holley said this would have to be addressed. 
 
Chairman Price asked which buildings would have side elevations facing the street and which ones 
are short on transparency.  Mr. Holley reviewed the building elevations and noted that in the past 
the Commission has allowed other features in lieu of the weather protection requirement above the 
doorways. This is a discretionary determination that the Commission can make.  
 
Commissioner Sinclair asked for more information regarding the concern about residential-to-
commercial ratio and phasing.  Mr. Holley explained that layout is not the concern, re-drawing 
phase lines is the recommendation so that there is commercial tied into each phase of 
construction.  Mr. DeSimone advised that the concern is because this is a Commercial zone, there 
is a requirement for a commercial element, however, the challenge is to find ratio of how much 
residential will trigger commercial success.  
 
Mr. Holley pointed out that the proposal is for senior living, however, there is nothing in writing 
indicating that it will be age restricted and the City cannot make that part of the condition of 
approval; the applicant can make that restriction.  
 
Mr. Housley noted that “free-standing residential” could be broadly interpreted as “free-standing on 
individual lots”. This is one development on one parcel.  Chairman Price asked what would happen 
if there was an application for a lot split, which could allow one lot to have only residential.  Mr. 
Housley explained that under this interpretation that would not be allowed. 
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Commissioner Nielson asked about the parking requirement and whether that would be dependent 
on the type of commercial that goes in.  Mr. Holley said the applicant is proposing 255 stalls. 
Parking will be determined during the business license application; more than likely it will be used 
as office space versus retail space and the parking proposed should be adequate.   
 
Commissioner Nielson disclosed that he and the proponent, Matt Nielson, are cousins; however he 
has no financial interest in the project or other conflicts of interest. 
 
Commissioner Newman said if this type of project had been available 30 years ago, he would have 
jumped on the opportunity.  He struggles with the fact that it is not in conformance with the 
ambiguous language of the Code.  He asked if a Mixed Use zone would be more restrictive than a 
Commercial zone.  Mr. Holley said they are fairly close.  Commissioner Newman said he would 
prefer to see a rezone of the property to Mixed Use.  
 
Commissioner Nielson said he does not have a good grasp on what mixed use is.  He can 
understand someone owning a business and wanting to live above it and he feels if the developer 
believes this will be successful they should be given the opportunity.  He would like to see the 
entire property developed; however, he agrees that there should be a way to enforce the 
commercial element.  This proposal has many pros/cons.  
 
Chairman Price said this proposal seems “to be trying to fit a multi-use peg into a commercial 
hole”.  He is in favor of mixed use, however, areas for mixed use (to serve as buffers) have been 
determined and this is not one of those locations. The applicant does not seem to be confident 
regarding the market for commercial, an indication that they are trying to force this to fit into the 
Commercial zone to avoid a rezone. These type of developments can take many years to 
implement, which could result in vacant portions. By default, this proposal seems to be a 
residential subdivision that may be followed by commercial at some point and he is struggling to 
accept this as mixed use. He is in favor of the phasing conditions as outlined by staff. 
 
Mr. DeSimone noted that zoning was discussed with the proponent, although this is a commercial 
zone, it does allow for a mixed use development.  This is a very challenging location.  The concept 
of this proposal will cater to an aging population, which is needed in the community, however, there 
does need to be a commercial balance.  The area to the west is multi-family which may benefit 
from some retail nearby.  The question is what the best use for the site is.  
 
Mr. Holley pointed out that there is not a high demand for commercial development; however, there 
is an extremely high demand for multi-family residential and not much vacant property to provide 
for that need. Chairman Price questioned whether this area should be considered for a more dense 
use to maximize the available area.  Mr. DeSimone advised that transition is the issue; this area 
can take advantage of the commercial to the east and the residential to the west.  This allows the 
ability to get to/from commercial areas without the need for a vehicle. The language in the Code 
regarding the Commercial zone needs to be clarified; however, a residential component is 
encouraged if it is part of a commercial project.  Ms. Pollan pointed out that the Mixed Use zone 
would also require residential and commercial components and would have many of the same 
issues and concerns.   
 
Commissioner Butterfield advised that the Commission is being asked, in a judicial role, to interpret 
the Code and determine if this project is consistent with what is allowed within the zone.  The Code 
states “…permits residential uses with the stipulation that it must be accessory to the primary use”, 
which suggests that the residential element be complimentary to the project. He does not see that 
link within this proposal, which begs the question “what are we conditioning this approval for?”  Mr. 
Holley said the conditions of approval allow for the project to be developed as presented from a 
ratio standpoint. The real issue is with the implementation/phasing of the development.  
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Chairman Price said it seems as if we are trying to force this.  Mr. Holley agreed that a fair amount 
of residential seems to make sense in this location; the challenge is trying to conform to the Code 
regarding development within a Commercial zone. Chairman Price noted that the Commission’s 
duty is to follow the Code and it is difficult to “try this out and see what happens”.   
 
Mr. DeSimone asked about the idea of a more modern live/work center. Chairman Price said he 
would be willing to consider the idea if there was a discussion as to how the market would bear 
that concept.  He was pleased with the previously approved assisted living center and thought that 
would be a good project for this location. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Nielson moved to conditionally approve a Design Review Permit as 
outlined in PC 16-050.  The motion died for lack of a second. 
 
Commissioner Sinclair asked if a zone change to Mixed Use would be more palatable.  Chairman 
Price said it would from his perspective in the sense that there would not be a precedent set.  
Commissioner Butterfield said he feels similarly although not a reflection of personal feelings as to 
whether this is a good project for that area.  He tries to remain objective in this judicial role; he 
agrees that he might feel more comfortable with a zone designation that seems to fit.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Butterfield moved to continue PC 16-050 to the meeting of December 8, 
2016.  Commissioner Newman seconded the motion.  
 
Commissioner Butterfield said, whether the zone is changed or the project is adjusted, this seems 
to be a primarily residential project with some commercial, which is too far away from the definition 
and connection of residential as an accessory.   
 
Chairman Price said some of the language within the Code could be clarified. Mr. Housley said a 
Code text amendment may be necessary.  He suggested that if the project were to be guaranteed 
to be a senior housing project that use could be added in the Commercial zone as an allowed use. 
 
Commissioner Nielson questioned how different a 2-story block of residential housing would be 
from an assisted living center (that was previously approved for this location).  Instead of one large 
facility, it would be separate structures.  Mr. Holley explained that assisted living is a different land 
use category; it is a residential use with full-time staff and services.  This proposal would be 
general residential living.  Mr. Housley noted that senior housing is regulated by federal law, under 
that definition 80% of residents would have to qualify as 55 or older. 
 
Chairman Price noted that he has no qualms with allowing someone to try out a new model or a 
senior living project; however, he would be more comfortable if that is what was clearly expected. 
He would suggest either a rezone or a change in the Code to allow for a senior living development 
in the Commercial zone. 
 
Moved: Commissioner Butterfield   Seconded: Commissioner Newman   Passed: 6-0 
Yea:  D. Butterfield, D. Newman, T. Nielson, E. Ortiz, R. Price, S. Sinclair   Nay:     Abstain:  
 
PC 16-047 LDC Amendment 17.36  [Code Amendment] Logan City requests to amend the Land 
Development Code (LDC) Section 17.36 to clarify above ground versus below ground utilities. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the request for modification to LDC Section 17.36 to clarify that 
placing new utilities underground versus above ground is the preferred method for providing utility 
service. The proposed language does not include Wireless Telecommunication Facilities or high-
voltage transmission lines. The purpose of this amendment is to ensure that all utility providers are 
following Logan City Light & Power policies of placing all new utilities underground, with some 
minor exceptions as listed in the proposed language.   
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The proposed language is as follows: 
C. All new power and telecommunication distribution and service lines shall be located 

underground. Where underground placement is infeasible due to terrain, soil conditions, 
water table, etc., new power and telecommunication lines shall utilize existing distribution 
systems if available. If new power and telecommunication lines are being extended into an 
area currently devoid of any existing infrastructure or services, above ground installation 
may be permitted.    

D. Wireless Telecommunication Facilities are regulated under Chapter 17.45 and are not 
governed by the provisions of LDC §17.36.200.  

E. High voltage transmission lines serving regional needs are exempt from these requirements. 
 
 PUBLIC: None 
 
COMMISSION: None 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sinclair moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) Section 17.36 to clarify above ground versus 
below ground utilities as outlined in PC 16-047 with the findings for approval as listed below. 
Commissioner Nielson seconded the motion.  
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes local Planning Commissions to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51. 
3. The amendment is minor in nature and clarifies the requirement to place new utilities 

underground versus above ground.              
4. The provisions of the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 

Logan General Plan. 
5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 
Moved: Commissioner Sinclair  Seconded: Commissioner Nielson   Passed: 6-0 
Yea:  D. Butterfield, D. Newman, T. Nielson, E. Ortiz, R. Price, S. Sinclair   Nay:     Abstain:  
 
PC 16-048 LDC Amendment 17.14 [Code Amendment] Logan City requests to amend the Land 
Development Code (LDC) Section 17.14 to clarify building orientation standards and requirements. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone explained that the Land Development Code states that buildings primary 
entrances shall be oriented to streets; however, in certain conditions, this may not be feasible or 
practical. The proposed modification to Section 17.14.020 (Building Orientation) of the Land 
Development Code replaces the existing figures in 17.14.020.C.6 with new figures specifying the 
conditions under which an alternative building orientation would be permitted. The option for using 
alley’s (rear fed) with front facing structures has not changed. The option to create a frontage street 
along an arterial or major collector has been eliminated. Conditions permitting a rear facing 
orientation have been replaced with specific performance standards based on the anticipated 
landscape buffer area an applicant chooses. 
 
 PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Price asked who would make the choice regarding width.  Mr. 
DeSimone said staff would work with the applicant to figure out what is feasible.  This change 
would clarify what is expected with each of the options. 
 
Mr. DeSimone clarified for Chairman Price that the secondary street option has been eliminated. 
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MOTION: Commissioner Newman moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) Section 17.14 to clarify building orientation 
standards and requirements as outlined in PC 16-048 with the findings for approval as listed below. 
Commissioner Ortiz seconded the motion.  
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes local Planning Commission to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51.  
3. The amendment is minor in nature and clarifies alternative building orientation standards. The 

amendment does not alter the preferred street facing building orientation requirement.             
4. The provisions of the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 

Logan General Plan. 
5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 
Moved: Commissioner Newman    Seconded: Commissioner Ortiz    Passed: 5-1 
Yea:  D. Butterfield, D. Newman, T. Nielson, E. Ortiz, S. Sinclair   Nay:  R. Price    Abstain:  

 
PC 16-049 LDC Amendment 17.31, 17.50 & 17.62 [Code Amendment] Logan City requests to 
amend the Land Development Code (LDC) Sections 17.31, 17.50 & 17.62 to create development 
standards for new development above 4,850’ MSL.   
 
STAFF:  On July 14, 2016 the Planning Commission approved the 22-lot Deer Pen Subdivision. 
The City Council approved a rezone of the property on September 20, 2016 from Public to 
Neighborhood Residential (NR-4). During this process, the neighboring property owners expressed 
concern over the visual impact new development within the Deer Pen development would have on 
neighboring properties, including the park. The Council directed staff to either develop specific 
CC&R’s for the property, or develop a regulatory framework to accomplish the same thing (i.e., 
minimize the visual impact of the new development on neighboring properties).  
 
This is an opportunity to clarify how the City conducts design review on properties on the bench 
areas above a specific elevation. Currently, projects above 4,950’ are required to be reviewed 
through design review to ensure any specific issues are mitigated; however, there are no specific 
development standards defined for this type of development which can lead to arbitrary decisions. 
The proposal redefines the elevation of concern from 4,950’ to 4,850’ and includes specific 
development standards City staff will apply during the development review process.   
 
The proposed code amendments include the following three elements: 
 
Amend LDC §17.31.100 – replace “Essential Views” with “Development Standards above 4,850” in 
order to regulate how new development on the entire bench area affects the broader City. The 
general development standards address building mass, materials, colors, landscaping, lighting, 
and overall site design in order to minimize the visual impact from public roads, parks, and 
adjoining residential areas. The approach was to draw a line low enough (4,950’ – 4,850’) in order 
to regulate the impact of new development in both the Deer Pen subdivision as well as the broader 
bench areas. These standards will be applied during the building permit review phase as part of 
the planner’s normal project review. 
 
Amend LDC §17.50.040 – remove SFR development above 4,950’ from having to obtain a design 
review permit. Changed the line from 4,950’ to 4,850’, and made SFR development review above 
4,850’ an administrative function. 
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Amend LDC §17.62 – changed the methodology for determination of maximum building height 
from using an “average grade plane” to a more defined point of measurement as measured from 
either existing or finished grade. 
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION:  Mr. DeSimone confirmed for Chairman Price that these would be handled 
administratively; however, the applicant would have the option of appealing a decision.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Ortiz moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for an 
amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) Sections 17.31, 17.50 & 17.62 to create 
development standards for new development above 4,850’ MSL as outlined in PC 16-049 with the 
findings for approval as listed below. Commissioner Sinclair seconded the motion.  
 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
1. Utah state law authorizes local Planning Commissions to recommend ordinance changes to the 

legislative body (Municipal Council).   
2. The amendment is in conformance with the requirements of Logan Municipal Code Title 17.51.  
3. The amendment provides standards for new development above 4,850’ in order to help 

mitigate impacts on views from public roads, parks, and neighboring residential areas. The 
amendment changes the defining line of elevation from 4,950’ to 4,850’ and covers all the 
bench areas in Logan.              

4. The provisions of the amendment are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the 
Logan General Plan. 

5. No public comment has been received regarding the proposed amendment. 
 
Moved: Commissioner Ortiz    Seconded: Commissioner Sinclair    Passed: 6-0 
Yea:  D. Butterfield, D. Newman, T. Nielson, E. Ortiz, R. Price, S. Sinclair    Nay:     Abstain:  
 
 WORKSHOP ITEMS for December 8, 2016   

� PC 16-051 Cutie Patooties Daycare [Conditional Use Permit] 
� Topics for training were discussed. 

 
Meeting adjourned at 7:42 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded for the Logan City Planning Commission 
meeting of November 10, 2016. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Amanda Davis 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman   
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Amber Pollan 
Senior Planner      Senior Planner  
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Debbie Zilles        
Administrative Assistant         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


