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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting of October 13, 2011 

 

M I N U T E S  
 

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

Minutes of the meeting for the Logan City Planning Commission convened in regular session  
Thursday, October 13, 2011.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  Jeannie Simmonds, John Kerr, Amanda Davis, Allison Hale, Heather 
Hall, Konrad Lee       
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   David Adams   
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Glen Goins, Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, John Chase, Kymber Housley, 
Craig Humphreys, Bill Young, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the September 22, 2011 meeting were reviewed by the Commission.  
Commissioner Davis moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. Commissioner Hale seconded the 
motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 11-038 Independence Student Living.  (Continued from Sept 22 meeting) Design Review Permit. John 
Brandley/Geary Etherington, authorized agent/owner, request a residential building, with ground floor 
commercial, located on the north side of 1000 North at approximately 650 East. The total project site is 
approximately 2.11 acres in size. A total of 84 condominium dwelling units are proposed. The T-shaped 
building footprint is approximately 36,662 square feet (SF) in size. The building has two (2) lower levels of 
parking and five (5) levels of residential space above. The footprint of the parking structure is larger than the 
building footprint, creating common outdoor spaces and landscaped courtyards. The front (south) portion of 
the main floor is proposed to contain approximately 9,165 SF of commercial/retail uses. A boundary line 
adjustment is proposed, and required, to be completed with this project to combine the three existing lots. 
The Land Development Code (LDC) §17.13.040 requires a Conditional Use Permit in the Campus 
Residential zone for a commercial use exceeding 3,000 SF of ground floor area, while limiting commercial 
uses to 25% of the total first floor area. The proposed area for the ground floor commercial is approximately 
9,165 SF (25% of the first floor area) at 600 East 1000 North in the Campus Residential (CR) zone; TIN 
#05-028-0010,0006,0009.   
 
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval for the Design Review 
permit; the Conditional Use will be considered at a future meeting according to legal/public noticing 
requirement(s). 
 
PROPONENT:  Brad Hurst, representing the developer, explained that they have taken into account all the 
feedback they have received from the community and the project is substantially smaller than originally 
planned.  The design represents the spirit of the Campus Residential zoning, with the intent to create a 
more walkable community.   
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Chairman Simmonds asked if Mr. Hurst was familiar, and comfortable with, all the conditions of approval, 
including the requirement for a topographical survey.  He said they were and have incorporated those 
changes into the plan currently being presented.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked about the trellised garden areas on the plan.  Mr. Hurst explained this was 
complying with Staff’s requirement relative to green-screening, which will be vegetation that is mechanically 
affixed to the parking structure to help break up the facade.  Mr. Hurst advised that the screen material 
would likely be affixed with a metal structure designed to accommodate foliage.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked if it were Staff’s recommendation that vegetation be used for the breakup.  Ms. 
Clifford advised that Staff felt that the green-screen design would do a good job of breaking up the façade.  
The elevations make it look rigid; however, as the plant material matures it will provide a nice landscape 
buffer. 
 
Mr. Hurst explained for Chairman Simmonds that architectural concrete provides a decorative appearance 
that requires special finishing techniques to create a design element, and that all vertical exposed concrete 
on this project would be architectural. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked what the maximum occupancy would be.  Mr. Hurst said it would be 478 
residents.    
 
Commissioner Davis clarified that the Land Development Code allows for 6 residents per unit.  Kymber 
Housley, the City Attorney, advised that was correct but it also allows for 2 per bedroom, so the 
configurations may differ dependent upon design.  Mr. Hurst said there would be a mix of options from 2-4 
bedrooms per unit; with no more than 2 residents allowed in one bedroom. 
 
Mr. Hurst explained for Chairman Simmonds that the intent is to sell units individually.  Chairman Simmonds 
reiterated the fact that two parking stalls will be available with each unit and asked about plans for transfer 
of ownership.  Mr. Hurst said they are in the process of submitting those plans.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the maximum occupancy and the two proposed parking stalls per unit met the 
requirement.  Ms. Clifford explained that parking is only applicable to dwelling units, not occupancy; 
therefore it does meet the standard with 84 units.  The average, based on occupancy, would be 41%.  
Regarding the parking issue, Mr. Hurst explained that the intent that has been scrutinized through the 
process is providing a given number of parking stalls in the underground parking and a given number with 
the agreement with USU; there is a hope that it will be more of a walkable community and less convenient 
for vehicle traffic by providing nearby retail opportunities. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked what type of retail space is being proposed.  Mr. Hurst said they are currently 
pursuing a neighborhood grocery store and a small eatery.  Mr. Hurst confirmed for Commissioner Kerr that 
these entities would be open to the general public for use as well. 
 
Commissioner Lee made a motion to continue the Design Review discussion and consider it at the same 
time as the Conditional Use Permit.  The motion was not seconded. 
 
PUBLIC:   Mr. Housley reminded the citizens in attendance that the Campus Residential rezone is not 
before the Commission, as it has been previously approved.  He encouraged that all public comments be 
directed toward the proposed project.    
 
Numerous public comments were received and distributed to Commission members prior to the meeting.  
All letters received were included in the project file. 
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Mark Lunt originally made the recommendation for consideration of the area to be rezoned to Campus 
Residential.  He explained that for years the City has been working on codes which support the Master Plan 
and call for maximizing density around the University and other employment centers, such as ICON.  He 
said that he liked the fact that this rezone backed up to a church, rather than a residential backyard, and the 
fact that the intersection is slated to be changed.  Infrastructure costs are very difficult to control and one of 
the ways to systematically reduce those costs is to increase the number of units in existing areas.  Instead 
of putting in a 100-unit subdivision (which would require new sewer, water lines, roads, etc) it makes more 
sense to put more units into an infill area.  Anywhere a new development is created, there will be additional 
traffic, however, the measurement to be considered should be total miles driven.  Placing students near the 
University and offering retail services will reduce traffic throughout the community.  Mr. Lunt said he did not 
foresee such a large building at the time he recommended the zone change and problems with the parking 
code allowed the scale of the building to get to where it is.  He said the City could have done a better job of 
informing the community about what was going on.   
 
Gary Carlston, 631 East 1150 North, advised that he wanted to make some introductory comments about 
the negative impacts of this project relative to the size and placement of the proposed building. The citizens 
have researched the process of how the rezone occurred, the impact that it may have relative to State law 
and City code, along with the Land Development Code. Many of the residents in the area have gathered 
tonight to share some concerns with the Commission and reflect the opinions and concerns of the 
overwhelming majority of citizens in the area.  While not necessary to review the rezone process and 
understanding that the Planning Commission does not have the legislative authority to regulate what the 
process is; the research has shown that in this particular instance, adequate information and notification 
never occurred.  Had there been actual information disseminated, there would have been much more public 
involvement during the rezone process, rather than after the fact.  Mr. Carlston stated that although the 
citizens are aware that changes to the rezone cannot be made at this time, it has been discovered that the 
process was not transparent and the citizens of the area are very disappointed.  This project is too big, too 
close to the residential neighborhood and contrary to some of the stated objectives in the Land 
Development Code, specifically purposes to preserve neighborhoods.  It encroaches on a well-established 
neighborhood, is wrongfully located and on property which was rezoned through a flawed process. The 
citizens appeal to the developers to recognize the problems and the many detrimental effects of their 
proposal and withdraw the application for this development.  Mr. Carlston said the citizens plead with the 
Commission to do all within their authority to deny or mitigate the impact this project will have on the 
neighborhood.  If the project is approved as presently designed, some of the neighbors, including Mary Fisk, 
will never again see the sun rise from her backyard. 
 
Mr. Bill Kramer displayed some artist renderings (to scale) of the proposed project showing the height 
transition. 
  
Barbara Kramer, 556 East 1100 North, asked the Commission to preserve Logan’s neighborhoods.  The 
proposal emphasizes high density housing, but she advised the Commission that this is the opposite of 
what it says in the Land Development Code §17.12.030 Neighborhood Zone Purposes and §17.12.010 
Overall Purposes (read from the Code).  She thanked Commissioner Lee for the comment regarding the 
spirit of the Code because the spirit of the neighborhood is absolutely in question here. 
 
Amy Phillips, the artist of the renderings being displayed, explained that her intent was to help provide more 
context to the architectural drawings (she distributed additional pictures to the Commission – added to 
project file).  She outlined the scale of the renderings and noted that the architectural drawings do not show 
Mrs. Fisk’s home and she thought it appropriate that her house be shown.  
 
Mary Fisk, 1026 North 600 East, explained that she lives in the house closest to the proposed project for 38 
years, and said this project is very disturbing.  She advised that she is very much against the redesigned 
project, although she is thankful for the alterations, they are not enough.  Her hope is the developer can be 
persuaded not to build, or at least to delay and moderate the design.  She said that she hopes the trees 
close to the boundary are preserved, and possibly more trees planted.  The neighborhood does not want 
high density housing at this location; the idea of tall building right behind her home is not compatible with 
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the idea of the neighborhood.  One of the proposed entrances is located a few feet from her bedroom 
window.  She advised that she is hoping to live out her years at her home and her daughters want to keep 
the home in the family.  Parking would be a problem because cars are always parked along the street when 
there are special activities in the area.  She stated that she does not agree with the City planner’s idea of 
“making Logan a city by adding dense buildings”.  Michael Ballam and Craig Jessop are changing Logan 
into the cultural center of the west and people come from all over to see operas and concerts and welcome 
the slower pace, fresh air and country atmosphere of Cache Valley.   
 
Nancy Stewart, 1146 North, 680 East, referenced §17.11.040 of the Land Development Code, Community 
Views (read from section).  She stated that it should be obvious that a building of this height would restrict 
views from many of the residential homes, even completely blocking out the view of the closest home, 
whose property line is only 5 ft. from this proposed building, which will rise above the finished grade 77 ft.  
Based on the fact that this project does not comply with §17.11.040 of the Land Development Code, she 
proposed that the building be restricted in height to allow all neighborhood residential homes to be able to 
retain their view of the beautiful mountains and foothills. 
 
Jason Peisley, 627 East 1150 North, introduced his family and said they are representing families in Logan.  
He explained that he would be speaking of increased risk and injury that would be brought to the area.  
Planning should be taking traffic off residential streets, not adding more. Pedestrian injury remains the 
second leading cause of unintentional injury and death among children ages 5-14.  A disproportionate 
number of injuries sustained by children pedestrians are severe.  Children are particularly vulnerable to 
pedestrian death because they are exposed to traffic threats that exceed their cognitive developmental 
behavior and sensory abilities.  Children have difficulty judging speed, spatial relations and distance. 1/5 of 
all traffic fatalities involving children 14 and younger is pedestrian related especially in areas with high traffic 
volume and a higher number of parked vehicles on the street. Children ages 4 and younger are at the 
greatest risk of pedestrian death – 40% of pedestrian injury related deaths are attributed to this age 
category and 80% of driveway related incidents.   How will Logan police handle the increase of traffic in this 
area?  Studies show that the majority of accidents involve drivers between ages 18-44, which is what this 
project will bring to the area.  1000 North and 600 East are major concerns and areas where improvements 
need to be made. 
 
Tara Peisley, 627 East 1150 North, expressed her concern for the safety of children in the area.  She 
advised that her family wanted a safe neighborhood in Cache Valley to reside.  They chose this area 
because it is located close to the mall, bus stops and other retail services.  She advised that several years 
ago she was walking her son home from pre-school and was almost hit by a car in the crosswalk in the 
middle of the intersection at 1000 North and 600 East.  This project will make it even more difficult to cross 
the streets in the area.  She also noted that they have a neighbor who is blind and lives in the nearby 
apartments and she is fearful for her safety with the increased traffic. 
 
Estee Hunt moved into the neighborhood six years ago after finding a home in a nice quiet centrally located 
neighborhood.  She finds it hard to believe that this project won’t affect families in the area.  More likely than 
not families looking for homes will be steered away from a development like this. Families are more likely to 
take care of their homes and generally increase and enhance the quality of life.  She advised that the 
neighbors are very happy about the parking strip changes and the sidewalks that have been created to help 
keep the area family-friendly. She said that she is having a hard time thinking that this project will take away 
from all the time and money that has been invested in the area. If this development would have been there 
when she was looking for a home, she would not have chosen to live in the neighborhood.  She asked the 
Commission to consider the impact this development will have and in the words of her 5-year-old son “don’t 
ruin my dirt hill”.   
 
Kensie Hansen, 957 North 500 East, grew up in the neighborhood.  Suzanne Erickson the owner of Joy 
Pre-School which is located just west of the proposed development, could not be in attendance but Ms. 
Hansen read a letter she had prepared relating concerns about increased traffic, parking, height of the 
building, density, noise and pollution all making the area an unpleasant place to be.  Ms. Hansen said Joy 
School has been in the neighborhood for over 25 years. She advised that there are concerns with dropping 
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off and picking up children on 600 East and increased traffic will impact the loading zone.  Any additional 
parking will spill onto the surrounding side streets, limiting visibility for drivers and pedestrians.  Ms. Hansen 
asked that there be no access onto 600 East other than the required fire lane.  She asked the Commission 
to not move forward with this project until there is a plan to secure the safety of the children in the area. 
 
Amy Horsley, 707 East 1150 North, said about 3 weeks ago she received a letter from City regarding minor 
changes being made by a property that she owns and invited attendance at a meeting to voice concerns 
about the project.  Unfortunately, with regards to this development, no one who would be impacted by this 
zone change received any notice or information.  It is negligent and inappropriate for the City to not give 
residents in the area that courtesy.  Home owners should have been notified of the changes being 
discussed tonight in plenty of time to state their concerns.  Most of the families present have invested 
money, time and valuable resources to buy homes in this area.  It is discouraging to see these high rises 
and other projects jumping up all around our property.  It will quite literally take away privacy and change 
the way properties are used.  The peace and views enjoyed are disappearing.  Families are a precious 
resource that cannot be lost.  Logan will eventually become what Ogden is now and things should be done 
to invite and encourage families to move in and not take their families to other areas in Cache Valley.  The 
focus should be on retaining and securing home town values that have always made Logan a great place to 
live. 
 
Marcia Christensen, 618 East 1150 North, addressed paragraph 2 of the Logan Housing Plan (page 5 of the 
report summary) dealing with increased enrollment at USU and the projected increase in Logan population 
“The staff finds that the proposed project will help relieve the rental pressures from single-family 
neighborhoods by providing quality development practices with individually owned units, and preserving the 
opportunity for home owners to invest in existing single-family neighborhoods.”  Ms. Christensen had 
concerns including the City’s inability to enforce the existing Code. She differs with Staff in the believing that 
this project will have any quality development practices, which would include sound planning practices to 
enhance the neighborhood.   This project will not preserve any opportunities for home owners to ever want 
to invest in the neighborhood.  The entire statement is not applicable to this project and seems to be a 
hypothetical and shallow understanding of what this project will really do to the adjacent neighborhoods.   
 
Gayle Whitteker, 694 East 1150 North, turned in a handout for inclusion in the project file and stated that the 
concerns had already been addressed. 
 
Ted Nyman, 524 East 1100 North, addressed the issue of traffic in the area (distributed pictures of vehicles 
backing up in all directions from the intersection).  Traffic is especially heavy on game day or with any major 
activity.  Drivers often get frustrated and race down the quiet residential side streets creating a hazard for 
residents in the neighborhood.  Putting a big development in an area where there are already traffic 
concerns does not make any sense. The planners acknowledge that the entrance on 1000 North from the 
complex is closer to the corner than they would like, and the second entrance to 1000 North was denied 
because it was too close.  The entrance onto 600 East is even closer; the one being proposed is 
approximately 260 ft. from the intersection and the one on 600 East would be 195 ft. from the intersection.  
The citizens request that there be no access onto 600 East, other than the required fire lane, and that no 
design permit be approved until after a traffic study is completed.  A building permit should not be given until 
after changes are made to the intersection to better handle the increased traffic this complex will create.  
The City acknowledges that they have been trying to figure out a way to handle the traffic on this corner for 
years, and it hasn’t been solved yet. A 4-way stop does not handle it now; a roundabout is dangerous to 
motorists and provides for unsafe pedestrian crossing.  Adding a high rise complex of this nature on this 
corner is certainly not going to help the situation. 
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Mike Hansen, seconded the motion to table and/or delay this project until the traffic study is complete, with 
the hope that the study will at least have evaluated the entire1000 North corridor from Main Street to 800 
East to ensure that it is designed appropriately too efficiently and safely handle both existing and potential 
increases in traffic.  It should also examine the same corridor for a safe, walkable community, and verify that 
access to the hospital is maintained for emergency vehicles, and address the slope in the area with regards 
to snow season.   Although this project is designed to be used as a walkable community, there will still be 
vehicles used frequently and encouraged the Commission to “take the time to do it right, not just do it”.  
 
Jim Whitteker, 694 East 1150 North, referred to the summary report on page 3 of the Staff Report regarding 
the Building Height and Neighborhood Transition Areas. He indicated that it is his understanding that 100 ft. 
is considered the gradual transition zone and based on his formal education (Bachelors of Architecture 
Degree from Texas Tech University) he believed there to be a contradiction in this paragraph of the Code.  
The term “gradual transition” from Neighborhood Residential (NR), which is the lowest density zoning to 
Campus Residential (CR), which is the highest density zoning cannot be achieved within 100 ft. (referred to 
the pictures presented earlier by Amy Phillips).  As he sees it, there are two choices:  approve a building 
that is 68 ft. tall within 100 ft. of the NR zone, or choosing a gradual transition – neither of which would not 
be in compliance with the Land Development Code.  He proposed that the height of the building be 
restricted not to exceed, at any point, the average height of all the existing buildings within 100 ft. of the 
project or make sure the LDC is based on sound City planning practices.  
 
Ron Rhees, 624 East 1150 North, advised that there are two additional items to note: the traffic involved 
with Convergys, which is just north of this development, which uses 600 East as a main thoroughfare for 
employees. In respect to the developer, when he was talking about USU parking adjacent to this project; 
adjacent is not 2 or 3 blocks away.  In the report summary on page 4 of the Staff Report Logan City Goals & 
Objectives “The City of Logan General Plan 3.4 describes the CR zone as areas adjacent to large 
educational employment centers and the highest density development in the City.  The largest of the CR 
districts is located next to USU where it is intended to relieve the student housing pressure on traditional 
single-family neighborhoods”.  Mr. Rhees remarked that this project is not adjacent to any large employment 
centers.  One of the reasons Staff gives support to their findings is that this project meets the General Plan, 
the close proximity to the USU campus – even Staff recognizes that this project  is not adjacent to, or next 
to, but in close proximity to USU.  In the General Plan the largest of the CR districts is located next to USU, 
this building will be the largest building in Logan except for a few on the USU campus and certainly qualifies 
for the largest in the CR district.  There are no more large parcels of undeveloped land within this new CR 
zone and it would be total speculation to think that someone will tear down their existing apartments to build 
something bigger; hence this building should be located next to USU and not in close proximity.  He said 
that he was perplexed that in the summary of the project Staff failed to see any reason this project should 
be denied, even when it fails to meet the General Plan, as in this case. He recommended the project be 
denied on the basis that it does not meet Logan City’s General Plan based on its size and location and 
respectfully requested that the Commission re-evaluate the project and consider voting as “if this were in 
your backyard”. 
 
Burt Lamborn, 940 North 500 East, addressed parking concerns in the area. He advised that he and his 
wife performed research on this topic.  He requested that the Commission consider implementing the 
parking, as a recorded part of the sale of each unit – so the buyer is also buying the right to have two 
spaces to park. It should also be stipulated that each unit can only house as many occupants with cars as 
they have parking spaces. For example: a unit can be rented to 6 people, but if two residents have cars, the 
other four cannot, otherwise the two parking spaces does not do any good – it only means two can park in a 
designated spot and the others park on the street somewhere.  This could easily be administered by the 
Homeowners Association by issuing the parking permits.  There are 201 parking spaces for the 84 units, 
which is 168 spaces, leaving 33 at-large spaces which could be leased on an annual basis.  Another option 
to help mitigate some of the concerns would be to reduce the number of units so a reasonable occupancy 
rate would have adequate parking.  Mr. Lamborn thought it should also be stipulated that a sensible 
proposal be completed to address overflow parking, possibly involving agreements with other property 
owners which should be required to be written and recorded prior to any approval to move forward. 
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Chris Lamborn, 940 North 500 East, researched other apartment complexes close to this development.  
The first complex has 596 residents and had to issue 540 parking permits, which equals 90% of the 
residents have cars.  The second complex has 280 residents and issued 220 parking permits, equaling 79% 
with vehicle needs.  Out of 2,610 on campus housing students, 1,937 permits have been issued, meaning 
74% have cars.  In total, out of the 3,486 residents, 2,697 permits had to be issued, equaling 77%.  These 
results are a far cry from the proposed 2.8 parking spaces per unit with a potential occupancy of six, which 
is 40%.  Unless stipulations are levied, it is likely that 75% of the occupants will have cars.  If 90% 
occupancy is assumed, the current on campus USU occupancy rate, then this project is short 139 parking 
spaces.  The point is that the walkable community vision is great, but it won’t just happen naturally.  If it 
doesn’t work out like the City envisions, the residents of the neighborhood are the ones who will suffer.  In 
order to ensure the neighborhood isn’t impacted by additional parking problems the stipulations mentioned 
earlier must be implemented.  A building should be able to self-sustain all of its parking.  With the idea of 
using the USU football stadium parking, what will happen during a football game when all the cars have to 
be moved?  Ms. Lamborn was also concerned with the 4-bedroom units; over-occupancy problems will 
happen and who will enforce that?  Once each unit is sold, the developer can walk away from the project 
and the neighborhood will suffer.  She encouraged the use of common sense to overlook the flaws in the 
Code.   
 
Bill Kramer, 556 East 1100 North, said the design of the building as proposed is inconsistent with the design 
standards in the Land Development Code that require a building on sloped property to be small scale and 
low in height, conforming with hillside topography by stepping or staggering the mass of the proposed 
building up or down slope, avoiding flat pad construction and continuous building walls which are visible 
from public road.  The project design as proposed has the highest end of the building at the bottom of the 
slope of the property with its elevation running contradictory to the slope of the land and not conforming to 
the topography.  Further, the west end of the parking garage is a 2-story high cement wall which is the least 
pedestrian-friendly design imaginable.  No one should have a cement wall at eye level.  Mr. Kramer asked 
the Commission to require, prior to approval, that the design of the project be changed to conform to the 
standards of the Code and have less impact on the adjacent neighborhoods by making the following 
modifications: The height of the west end of the building should be limited to a total of 30 ft. with the building 
terraced up in a step fashion to the highest level at the east end, sized so as to not block community views 
of the mountains when viewed from 600 East or adjacent neighborhoods to the west and north.  The stark 
height differential between the dense housing and 1-story homes will thus be reduced.  To accomplish this 
he suggested eliminating completely the retail/commercial space on the first level, or at a minimum deny the 
conditional use permit and limit it to 3000 ft, replacing it with housing.   This will have the effect of reducing 
building height by one level and will free up needed parking space for residents.  New retail space is not 
sustainable as it is already overbuilt in this neighborhood.  Any supportive structure, including the parking 
garage, should be faced with the same building materials as the principal structure in a similar or 
complimentary pattern.   
 
Wayne White, 525 East 1100 North, read a letter prepared by Ernest Knowles “I was asked to gather any 
information regarding the north boundary of the new building complex on 600 East 1000 North.  The area is 
the south fence line for the LDS Church 4th student stake.  The developer has stated he has talked to 
someone from the Church and has been told that there might be some consideration to take the fence down 
and plant a green area on the now existing fence line.  I have talked to the Stake President and Facilities 
Manager for this building and they have both talked to the Church Area Manager and the Director of 
Temporal Affairs and they have said that no one has contacted them about this matter.  They have all 
agreed that this fence is not going to come down and also that there was not going to be a gate between 
the properties.  As a matter of fact, the Church is now going to extend the east end of the fence into the 
canal to stop anyone from going through that area.  The Director of Temporal Affairs has the last say about 
these type of situations and will honor the Stake President’s request to keep the fence there.  The Area and 
Regional Managers have both been to the site, so they know exactly what the situation is.  The Church is 
having a problem with the parking already with the number of members attending that building.  Everyone I 
contacted told me nothing is going to happen as far as the fence line changing.  Unless the developer has a 
special contact with President Monson, we see no change”. 
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Jan Nyman, 524 East 1100 North, said her understanding of the job of the Commission is to make sure that 
any building that is built in any zoning district be appropriate with the surrounding area. This building, as it is 
currently designed, is obviously not appropriate for the surrounding area or neighborhood. Nearly everyone 
is opposed to the design and height of the building.  The citizens have spoken very clearly.  The only one 
that seem to be in favor are the developers and a few staff members.  At the developer’s Open House, 
when asked what he would do if this were in his neighborhood, the developer admitted he would fight it, but 
is still willing to put this structure in.  One of the architects commented that he did not agree with the project, 
but he was just doing his job.  The City street/utility person contacted about the impact the development 
would have on the infrastructure said it did not make sense to him.  Members of the City Council have 
acknowledged that the rezone process was flawed.  What more does it take, there is no logic in it and no 
need for the conflicts; therefore we appeal to the common decency of the developer, the Commission and 
the City to reduce the height of the building so that it is no more than two stories on the west end and 
provide a gradual transition to the upper end – in keeping with the City’s stated objectives.  According to the 
Code, the Planning Commission has the authority do this.  Ms. Nyman said she was asking, along with 
hundreds of others that an immediate hold be put on the project until it is redesigned to be more appropriate 
for this area, or do not do it at all. 
 
COMMISSION:  Bill Young, the City Engineer, explained for Commission that the City will be doing a traffic 
impact study.  Proposals from consultants are due October 21, it will take a week to review the proposals, 
select one, and obtain all the insurance and bonds that are required to proceed.  The intent is to have the 
study results by mid-November.  
 
Chairman Simmonds asked what would happen if the traffic impact study results determine it to be 
incredibly difficult to handle with the configuration submitted.  Mr. Young explained that in the past the City 
has worked with the developer to make any needed improvements as quickly as possible.  Some of the 
suggested improvements may not be 100% related to the developer’s project; therefore the City would have 
to be involved. Dependent upon the City’s funding and availability, it may be difficult to resolve issues in the 
same time frame as the developer.  There have been some developments in the past where infrastructure 
has had to be improved and the developer has been given the option of making the improvements and 
moving forward or waiting for the City to obtain capital improvement funding.   
 
Chairman Simmonds asked if the process was the same for water and sewer.  Mr. Young said it was and 
the City has already analyzed the water model for this project and determined that there is adequate water 
for fire needs and domestic use.  Approximately five years ago, a sewer model was completed but ended at 
1000 North and 300 East.  The Engineering Department has gone out over the past few weeks and located 
all the manholes, measured flow lines, identified pipe sizes and materials in the area that have not been 
modeled.  Mr. Young said they are currently working with the Wastewater Department collecting flows in the 
sewer line.  He said that Hansen, Allen & Luce, who provided the initial sewer model, has been contacted 
and asked to add the additional sewer lines in and re-run the model to verify that the additional sewer needs 
associated with this project can be handled. 
 
Chairman Simmonds noted that the Environmental Department had a concern about the dumpster location.  
Ms. Clifford advised that she has not been able to speak with Mr. Larsen from the Environmental 
Department; however, it would have to be approved at the building permit stage.  If significant changes 
have to be made, it will be brought back before the Commission for review.  
 
Commissioner Lee asked for clarification about the 100 ft. radius related to height transition. Ms. Clifford 
explained the transition area is a 100 ft. radius from the proposed new building adjacent to any 
neighborhood residential zoned property and is measured from the residential dwelling to the proposed 
building (pointed out on the graphic).  If it were within the 100 ft. radius, it would require a step down for 
every one additional horizontal setback provided they would gain one vertical foot in height, however, this 
project is located outside the required radius. 
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Commissioner Lee asked about a couple of nearby homes.  Ms. Clifford explained that they are zoned in 
the Campus Residential zone and are therefore not considered in the radius.  Commissioner Lee asked if 
the spirit of the height restriction is being violated because those homes were previously zoned 
neighborhood residential.  Ms. Clifford explained that one is a single-family home and the other is a 
grandfathered duplex and the reason the restriction does not apply to those structures is in an effort to allow 
redevelopment.  The ordinance is set up to densify the limited Campus Residential zone.   
 
Ms. Clifford noted that there has been an effort to work in a secondary access from 800 East, in an order to 
relocate the 600 East access.  The City has contacted adjacent property owners, but there has not been 
any interest to participate.   
 
Commissioner Lee asked if there was any distinction given when considering the parking requirement for 
apartment complexes between traditional housing and Campus Residential housing, and what percentage 
of students actually have vehicles compared to the population in general.  Ms. Clifford said the City does not 
regulate that at this time, it is basically a range per zone – in this case it is a range of 0.5-2 stalls per 
dwelling unit. 
 
Commissioner Lee noted that his bias tends to be toward development and students; however, the 
community has brought to the Commission’s attention some issues that are very important and need to be 
considered.  Mr. Nyman’s comment about not having a completed traffic study; Ms. Stewart’s reliance on 
§17.11.020 indicating the preference in the Code for the preservation of views has not been adequately 
addressed.  Section §17.12.010 provides that any development has to have positive visual qualities and 
promote the City’s traditional neighborhoods.  Commissioner Lee said there was a serious question related 
to parking, with 478 proposed occupants and over 100 parking spaces short, according to Mr. Lamborn’s 
calculations.  Adequate consideration doesn’t seem to have been given to safety or property values as 
required by Section §17.12.010.  It seems to be premature to move ahead with this project and he 
suggested sending this project request back to Staff to work with the developer regarding the issues raised. 
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the traffic impact study would address future roads or just existing ones.  Mr. 
Young explained that the both would be considered and that the City has been looking at this intersection 
for a number of years in order to determine how to best deal with alignment concerns.  The Transportation 
Master Plan, which is currently being reviewed, shows 1000 North in the future being an arterial road and 
600 East as a major collector. This traffic study not only asks to address and model this intersection for 
impacts with the current road configuration, but to model as both a signalized intersection and as a 
roundabout to help make future decisions.  Mr. Young said the results of the study will be made available in 
the Engineering Department and online. 
 
Chairman Simmonds and Commissioner Kerr complimented the citizens for the knowledgeable, informative 
and articulate manner in which their concerns were presented.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission continue this project to the December 8, 
2011 meeting after the results of the traffic survey have been received and Staff has had the opportunity to 
work with the developer on the concerns presented tonight. Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Lee  Seconded: Commissioner Hall   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
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PC 11-030  Church of God (church meetings).  (Continued from Sept. 8 meeting)  Conditional Use 
Permit.  Nate Stoker/Blacksheep LLC, authorized agent/owner, a Conditional Use Permit for three (3) suites 
in the existing building, located on the north side of 1400 North at 89 East, in the Pinecrest Retail Center, to 
be used for religious meeting space. Table §17.17.030 of the Land Development Code (LDC) allows 
religious institutions as a conditional use in the Mixed Use zone and defines them as "uses providing 
meeting areas for religious activities." The lot on which the building sits is approximately 6 acres in size. The 
gross floor area to be occupied by the church is approximately 2,994 square feet (SF). Meetings are 
proposed to be held on Sundays for 3-4 hours and smaller classes will be held on weeknights at 89 East 
1400 North in the Mixed-Use (MU) zone; TIN #04-085-0040.   
 
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. 
 
PROPONENT:  Nate Stokes, with Woodbury Corporation, stated that with regard to future alcohol permit 
requests, this lease is written so that there can be a 30-day notice to vacate/terminate the lease at any time; 
therefore, if a future tenant needed an alcohol license, the Church use could be terminated to accommodate 
that need.  
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Davis asked about any concerns with the future Noodles & Co. alcohol 
license.  Ms. Clifford advised that was the reason for the continuation of this project from the original date of 
September 8, 2011 and the State has approved the alcohol permit. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked how this would affect future eating establishments.  Mr. Housley said it could 
impact their ability to obtain an alcohol license; however, there are provisions for exemptions and variances. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-030 for a Conditional Use Permit with the conditions listed below, including the 30-day lease 
termination option.  Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.   
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following conditions 
as written, or as may be amended by the Planning Commission. 
1. The proponent is put on notice that all standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the 

Conditional Use Permit and are available in the Community Development Department. 
2. Any exterior alterations or additions to the existing building shall receive a Design Review Permit to be 

reviewed and approved by the Planning Commission or at a Staff level, as determined by the Director of 
Community Development. 

3. No signs are approved with the Conditional Use Permit. All signs must be approved through the required 
Sign Permit process. 

4. Parking shall conform to the Land Development Code 17.38. If parking is found to be insufficient by the 
Department of Community Development, an Alternative Parking Plan shall be submitted, in accordance 
with the LDC §17.38.050.  

5. The Director of Community Development shall receive a written memorandum from each of the following 
departments or agencies indicating that their requirements have been satisfied: 

a. Environmental (waste management)  
1. Will share in commercial dumpsters behind the building. 

b. Fire  
1. Change of use may require additional elements, will be evaluated during plan submittal 

process. 
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings supported in the administrative 
record for this project:  
1. The proposed project has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to conform to 

the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code. 
2. The Church of God is compatible with surrounding land uses and zoning designations and, as 

conditioned, will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjoining properties because the 
predominant hours of use do not conflict with peak retail use times. 

3. The Conditional Use Permit is issued in conformance with the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan 
Municipal Code. 

4. As conditioned, a parking management plan is approved and will be regulated. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr  Seconded: Commissioner Hall   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-039  Lindee’s Little Learners.  Conditional Use Permit.  Nancy A. Fry, authorized agent/owner, 
requests a daycare/pre-school to occupy the entire lower level of a split-entry home to accommodate up to 
16 children.  Fenced back yard with separate entrance to lower level at 70 South 1170 East in the 
Neighborhood Residential (NR) zone; TIN #07-140-0012. 
 
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. 
 
PROPONENT:   Nancy Fry explained that the entire lower level (approximately 900 SF) of the home will be 
dedicated for the daycare/pre-school use.  She answered for Commissioner Davis that there is a separate 
exit to the fenced back yard.  Clients will be using the front door for main access.  Ms. Fry explained that 
they have an extra large driveway for parking and loading.  Each parent will receive a handbook with 
policies and guidelines.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the staggered loading times have been worked out.  Ms. Fry said that many 
parents have different work schedules and she anticipates no problems. 
 
PUBLIC:   Mary-Ann Muffoletto, 82 South 1170 East, has lived in the cul-de-sac since 1986.  She explained 
that the purpose of a cul-de-sac is to reduce traffic and create a quiet setting.  This small cul-de-sac of 
single-family homes was never intended as a site for a commercial business development.  The cul-de-sac 
has no sidewalk.  LDC §17.49 Conditional Use Permit states that the “use must be compatible with 
surrounding land uses and not interfere with the use and/or enjoyment of adjoining area properties.  The 
proposed use must be compatible with neighborhood uses and preserve and enhance the character of the 
neighborhood.  The proposed use must provide adequate off-street parking”.  A 16-child daycare in the 
basement of a single-family home in this cul-de-sac would interfere with the enjoyment of the nearby 
properties.  It would create unsafe traffic conditions and is incompatible with the character of the 
neighborhood.  Further, the cul-de-sac offers very little street parking, especially during the winter months 
when snow has to be piled up against the curbs and cannot accommodate parent and/or employee parking 
on the street.  Ms. Muffoletto said even when there is a yard sale in the area there is a problem with 
driveways and mailboxes being blocked by parked vehicles.  As a parent, and from personal experience, 
she said that many times it takes more than a few minutes to pick up and/or drop off a child.   She 
distributed a handout to Commission members of additional conditions that she would recommend. 
 
Chris Burgoyne, 84 South 1170 East, advised that he has approximately 14 ft of entrance space due to the 
way the property is situated.  He has lived there over 8 years and he has seen numerous activities that have 
caused constant parking problems (with garbage pickup, mail delivery, blocked driveways etc.) and the 
snow compounds this problem.  Mr. Burgoyne said that his family will be directly impacted with any parking 
issues.  He said although he didn’t know what the plan to stagger loading times was going to be, most of the 
drop off/pick up times will occur as residents are coming in and out as well.  He was concerned with traffic 
and parking and if this project is approved, it will create a problem.  
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COMMISSION:  Commissioner Kerr asked if the conditions in the Staff Report adequately address the 
unique nature of this site.  Ms. Clifford said they did, including a parking plan if additional parking is needed.   
 
At Chairman Simmonds request, Mr. Housley explained that the idea for a Conditional Use Permit is to 
impose conditions that make an allowed use compatible with the surrounding area and mitigate any 
negative impacts.  Any perceived negative effects would require substantial evidence for justification. 
 
Chairman Kerr asked if there is a daycare currently being operated at this location.  Ms. Frye said there is 
not. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked Ms. Fry if she had previously run a daycare.  Ms. Frye said she has not.  This 
daycare will be run by her daughter who has a degree and several years experience. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked if any clients have been lined up (i.e. multiple children from one family).  Ms. Frye 
said they will be offering sibling discounts and would like to reduce traffic any way possible. 
 
Commissioner Kerr noted that relative to the parking condition, if clients do not use the driveway for loading, 
the Conditional Use Permit could be subject to cancellation.  Ms. Frye said she understood and was willing 
to take on responsibility for that.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-039 for a Conditional Use Permit with the conditions listed below.  Commissioner Lee seconded the 
motion.   
 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following conditions 
as written, or as may be amended by the Planning Commission. 
1. The proponent is put on notice that all standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the 

Conditional Use Permit and are available in the Community Development Department. 
2. The daycare shall not have more than sixteen (16) children enrolled and a minimum of 560 square feet 

in the home dedicated to daycare uses. 
3. All residential and employee parking shall occur on the driveway of the property, or in the garage. If 

additional parking is needed a parking plan in accordance with 17.38.050 will need to be submitted to 
the Department of Community Development for approval prior to any parking changes to the property. 

4. Any signage associated with this daycare shall conform to LDC section 17.40 and receive the applicable 
permits. 

5. All drop-off/pick-up traffic shall only occur on the driveway. The proponent shall coordinate and stagger 
drop-off times to minimize traffic impacts to the neighborhood.  

6. All daycare related play equipment shall be limited to the rear yard or home’s interior. Children shall 
remain either inside the home or in the rear yard.  

7. The Director of Community Development shall receive a written memorandum from each of the following 
departments or agencies indicating that their requirements have been satisfied: 

8. Water/Cross Connection 
a. Will need to conduct plumbing inspection to ensure there are no unprotected cross connections that 

could contaminate the drinking water.  
 

9. Environmental (Waste Management)  
a. Additional residential cans are available if needed. 

10. The proponent shall comply with all State regulations regarding daycare centers (for up to 16 clients). 
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings supported in the administrative 
record for this project:  
1. Lindee’s Little Learners Daycare has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to 

conform to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code. 
2. The daycare, with up to 16 children, is a recognized use in Table 17.13.020 of the Land Development 

Code. 
3. Lindee’s Little Learners Daycare is compatible with surrounding land uses and zoning designations and, 

as conditioned, will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjoining properties.   
4. As conditioned, the street providing to the subject property has adequate capacity for the proposed use 

and parking/drop-off/pick-up management will be provided and regulated.   
5. Other infrastructure to the subject property has adequate capacity, or suitable levels of service, for the 

proposed use. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Davis   Seconded: Commissioner Lee  Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-040 LDC Text Amendment.  SereniCare/Rod Mortensen request an amendment to include a 
change to Table 17.17.030: Allowed Uses in Districts and Corridor Zones. The request includes allowing 
“Mortuaries” in the Town Center (TC) zone and further defining the Mortuary land use designation to include 
“Mortuary – Minor Parking, No Chapel”. The business model expressed by the proponent is not traditional to 
the mortuary industry. It includes only processing, body preparation and office related activities; all other 
typical services associated with mortuaries are conducted off-site. As part of the significant amendments to 
the Land Development Code (LDC) adopted in February 2011, mortuaries became prohibited in the Town 
Center zone. Currently, mortuaries are only allowed in the Commercial and Commercial Service zoning 
districts.   
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending that the Planning Commission 
forward denial to the Municipal Council for a Text Amendment to the Land Development Code. 
 
PROPONENT:   Rod T. Mortensen explained that SereniCare is a funeral services company; however, the 
business model is not traditional to the mortuary industry.  There are currently four mortuaries in Cache 
County, with two in Logan City – all with the same owner.  Mr. Mortensen said they would like to present a 
chance for healthy competition within this industry.  This concept reduces the cost of funeral services due to 
no chapel or viewing rooms, thus making it more affordable.   The way this project will be set up will be 
mostly office.  Customers will occasionally come in; however, meetings are usually held at private homes or 
chapels.  He said that additional jobs will provide for economic development in the area as well as tax 
revenue for the City.  The proposed project site has been vacant for over three years and the existing 
parking is adequate for the needs of this project. He explained that non-descript minivans are used for 
transportation and the loading area is located in the back of the building, completely away from the retail 
area.  He said that adding a category for a mortuary (with minor parking and no chapel) would fit within, and 
be an acceptable portion of, the Town Center (TC) zone.   This is an integral part of life and excluding 
mortuaries in this zone is not the right thing to do.  
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION:  Chairman Simmonds noted that there are other zones where this would be a permitted use 
and asked why specifically the Town Center zone was chosen.  Mr. Mortensen advised that the proposed 
area is central to the valley and there is a relationship with the property owner who is eager to rent the 
property.   
 
Commissioner Davis expressed concern with the entrance to the building.  Mr. Mortensen explained that 
there is a front entrance that will be used for office/customer use; around the back (south) side there would 
be a roll-up door where vehicles would enter and exit. 
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Commissioner Lee advised that he was sympathetic to the concept and believed this to be a good business 
model; however, with opportunities for this business to be placed in many different areas, he did not see a 
compelling reason for a text amendment to accommodate this particular project.   Mr. Mortensen said this 
type of business model was not thought of when the Code was created regarding what uses could be in the 
zone.  Mortuaries and associated services are central to a community and accommodations should be 
made. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked if there was a clear definition of exactly what a mortuary is.  Mr. Mortensen said it 
entails the “storage of bodies”.  Commissioner Lee noted that this proposal would then qualify under that 
category.  Mr. Mortensen said it would but is also different in the fact that it contains minor parking and no 
chapel. 
 
Commissioner Kerr noted that it is an intriguing business plan and the need may be justified; however, 
changing the entire zone seems to be an over-reach. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission recommend denial to the Municipal 
Council for a text amendment to the Land Development Code.  Commissioner Lee seconded the motion.   

FINDINGS FOR DENIAL  

The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings:  
1. Prohibiting mortuaries in the Town Center zone is consistent with the goals in the General Plan because 

of the land consumptive nature associated with mortuaries and provides little daily foot traffic.  
2. Mortuary land uses are incompatible with existing and planned land uses within the Town Center zoning 

district. 
3. Adjacent land uses, especially retail, would be negatively impacted by a mortuary.  
4. Mortuaries and their associated accessory land uses detract from the desired future neighborhood 

character of the Town Center zone as outlined in the General Plan 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr  Seconded: Commissioner Lee   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-041  Communities @ Deer Crest.  Plat Amendment.  Cache Landmark Engineering/Solare Land 
Holdings LLC, authorized agent/owner, request to amend Lots 55 through 74 and Remainder Parcel 8, in 
order to “make Lots square to the street.” The current configuration of the lots has property lines which do 
not intersect with the main road at 90 degree angles, or close to it. The proposal will render lot lines on the 
lots mentioned, perpendicular to the street. This will also affect Remainder Parcel 8, which is part of the 
common open space approved with the subdivision. The affect on this parcel is that it will gain an additional 
four (4) square feet. The proposal will not create additional building lots at 1650 North 1900 East in the 
Neighborhood Residential East (NRE) zone; TIN #05-109-0055-74;96. 

STAFF:  Mr. Goins reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval.  Mr. Goins said that 
“regarding high water table” can be deleted from the end of conditional #1 and the zone changed to 
Neighborhood Residential Eastside (NRE) in condition #4. 
 
PROPONENT: None   
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION:   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-041 for a Plat Amendment with the conditions listed below.  Commissioner Davis seconded the 
motion.   
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following conditions 
as written, or as may be amended by the Planning Commission. 
 

1. Setbacks and maximum lot coverage will be reviewed and approved at the building permit phase and 
shall comply with LDC requirements and the original Planned Development conditions. 

2. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review Permit and are available in 
the Community Development Department. 

 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings supported in the administrative 
record for this project:  
1. The proposed project has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to address 

the issues and concerns raised within the public and administrative records. 
2. The proposed project has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to conform to 

the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code, the City of Logan Public Works Standards 
and Specifications, and the requirements of various departments and agencies. 

3. As conditioned, the subdivision meets the approval of the City Engineer for technical specifications, 
standards, and conforms to the conditions imposed on the subdivision by the Commission.  

4. The proposed project is compatible with surrounding land uses of the Neighborhood Residential-
Eastside (NRE) zone and will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjoining or area properties.   

5. The design of the project and its site, as conditioned, conform to the Land Development Code and the 
General Plan. 

 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr   Seconded: Commissioner Davis  Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-042  Bridgerland Meadows Townhomes.  Design Review Permit.  Rod Blossom/Red Eagle 
Development, authorized agent/owner, request to amend buildings 42 & 43, which were approved with 4 
separate units each. The proposed amendment would create smaller lots to accommodate the construction 
of townhomes. Building 42 would contain six (6) lots and Building 43 would contain five (5) lots. Because 
the density for each phase was approved previously, the proposal would increase the density of this phase 
by 3 units / lots. Phase IV has been approved, but not been recorded. The request is to “borrow” density 
from phase IV, thereby reducing the overall number of lots in that phase by 3. The proposal also includes 
new building elevations at 1530 North 400 West in the Mixed Residential Medium (MRM) zone; TIN 04-183-
4201-04; 04-183-4301-04. 

STAFF:  Mr. Goins reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. 
 
PROPONENT:   None  
 
PUBLIC:  None  
 
COMMISSION: None  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-042 for a Design Review Permit with the conditions listed below.  Commissioner Hale seconded the 
motion.   
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following conditions 
as written, or as may be amended by the Planning Commission. 
 

1. A performance landscaping plan shall be submitted prior to the issuance of a building permit. 
2. Setbacks and maximum lot coverage will be reviewed and approved at the building permit phase and 

shall comply with LDC requirements and the original Planned Development conditions. 
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3. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review Permit and are available in 
the Community Development Department. 

4. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the Director of Community Development shall receive a written 
memorandum from each of the following departments or agencies indicating that their requirements 
have been satisfied: 
a. Engineering Department 

The current City hazards map for water table depth shows this area to have a water table in the 
developable areas to be between 24-48 inches. Based on this map a basement cannot be installed 
without being placed below the water table. It would be the recommendation of the City Engineer that 
basements not be allowed, however, if a basement were to be allowed the following criteria would need to 
be completed: 

1. A geotechnical engineer would need to establish the highest historical water table for each 
individual lot being considered for a basement. All site investigations must be within the proposed 
building footprint.  

2. The lowest inhabitable floor of the structure would need to be a minimum of 18” above the highest 
historical high-water table.  

3. A document that ran in perpetuity with the parcel is recorded with the County Recorder’s Office 
indemnifying the City of any damages due to ground water, and shall receive the approval of the 
City Attorney prior to recordation.  

 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings supported in the administrative 
record for this project:  
1. The proposed project has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to address 

the issues and concerns raised within the public and administrative records, regarding high water table. 
2. The proposed project has been revised and amended by the conditions of project approval to conform to 

the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code, the City of Logan Public Works Standards 
and Specifications, and the requirements of various departments and agencies. 

3. As conditioned, the subdivision meets the approval of the City Engineer for technical specifications, 
standards, and conforms to the conditions imposed on the subdivision by the Commission.  

4. The proposed project is compatible with surrounding land uses of the Mixed Residential Medium (MRM) 
zone and will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjoining or area properties.   

5. The design of the project and its site, as conditioned, conform to the Land Development Code and the 
General Plan. 

 
[Moved: Commissioner Lee  Seconded: Commissioner Hale   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-037 LDC Text Amendment.  (Continued from Sept 22 meeting) City of Logan, authorized 
agent/owner, requests amendments to Section 17.40 (Signs) and Section 17.62 (Definitions) of the Land 
Development Code relating to temporary signs, EMD signs, and definitions. In reaction to the current 
moratorium on Electronic Message Display (EMD) signs and the City Council’s concern about the effect of 
EMD signs to the character of the City and recent litigation in Utah concerning temporary and content based 
signage staff is proposing amendments that include changes to Chapter 17.40 Signs and Chapter 17.62 
Definitions. Changes to Chapter 17.40 include new sign categorization, size, and height, duration of display 
and placement regulations for temporary signs and new regulations on size, brightness, operational 
characteristics, appearance and compliance for Electronic Message Display (EMD) signs. Grammatical 
adjustments and additional definitions, mainly pertaining to EMD signs, have been proposed for Chapter 
17.62. The proposed complete chapters are attached for review.  
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval to the Municipal Council 
for a Text Amendment to the Land Development Code. 
 
PROPONENT:   None 
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PUBLIC:   Krista Lewis, from Bank of Utah, expressed concern about changing off-premise advertising 
because the bank supports many local activities, events and businesses.  She also advised that if the 
proposed changes required the bank to have a static image it would look unprofessional. She advised that 
they have a significant investment in the EMD sign on the corner of the their bank, which was originally 
approved for graphics and scrolling text, and allows the ability to provide more professional messages.  She 
asked that the Commission think these things through and provide better definition and more clarification as 
to what exactly the changes will be. 
 
Curtis Kirkham, local business owner, remarked that relative to controlling the height and sign measurement 
of monument signs, the current maximum of 12” makes it difficult to see the signage area when there is 
snow on the ground.  He also noted that in reference to the control of banners, they should be maintained, 
clean and professional – but does there have to be control over the length of time they are allowed to be 
displayed? Mr. Kirkham advised that he shares the same concern that most people have and he does not 
want Cache Valley to be over-run with signs, but believes permitted, existing EMD signs should not be 
restricted from advertising for other businesses, since they will be running anyway and not creating any 
additional signage pollution.  He asked if there was a reason for the proposal to reduce the size of LED 
signs to 32 SF.  Mr. Kirkham said he understands there is a need for control, but making it too difficult 
doesn’t seem to be the answer.  He also asked for further clarification regarding animation. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hall moved that the Planning Commission continue this project to the October 27, 
2011 meeting.  Commissioner Lee seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Hall  Seconded: Commissioner Lee   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
 

Logan Downtown Specific Plan 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hall moved that the Planning Commission continue the Logan Downtown Specific 
Plan discussion to the October 27, 2011 meeting.  Commissioner Lee seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Hall  Seconded: Commissioner Lee   Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
 

Workshop Item(s) for October 27, 2011:  
PC 11-043   Jed Willets Rezone 
PC 11-044   Cache Valley Bible Fellowship 
PC 11-045   Lewiston State Bank 
 

Meeting adjourned 9:05 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission meeting  
of October 13, 2011. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   2011 Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Glen Goins      Russ Holley  
Planning Manager     Senior Planner  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Kristen Clifford     Debbie Zilles  
Planner II      Administrative Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 


