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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting of October 27, 2011 

 

M I N U T E S  
 

       Municipal 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 27, 2011.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  Jeannie Simmonds, John Kerr, David Adams, Amanda Davis,  
Allison Hale, Heather Hall, Konrad Lee       
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:       
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Glen Goins, Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, Paul Taylor, Kymber Housley, 
Craig Humphreys, Bill Young, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the October 13, 2011 meeting were reviewed by the Commission.  
Commissioner Davis moved that the minutes be approved with minor changes. Commissioner Hale 
seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 11-037 LDC Text Amendment.  (continued from October 13 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. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. 
 
In reaction to the current moratorium on Electronic Message Display (EMD) signs, 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, height, duration of display and placement regulations for temporary signs, new 
regulations on size, brightness, operational characteristics, appearance and compliance for 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. Below is a 
summary of the request: 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.loganutah.org/


Planning Commission Minutes                                          October 27, 2011                                                                   Page 2 of 14 

Chapter 17.40 Signs 

 The elimination of public or private memorials from the signage exceptions section. 

 Reader boards and EMD signs shall be prohibited in residential zones. 

 Directional signs are limited to one vehicular access point. 

 Duration of sign display for temporary signs changed from 90 days to 60 days. 

 For double-sided free standing signs only one face counts toward the allowed sign area. 

 Multi-tenant and single tenant projects now have the same sign placement requirements. 

 Message substitution on permanent signs can be done without permits if the permanent sign structure 
was legally established. 

 Window signs displayed for more than 60 days require sign permits. 

 Real estate signs shall be located outside of the sight-distance-triangle. 

 Temporary signs with an on-premise commercial message have new regulations for placement, size and 
duration within commercial areas. 

 Temporary signs with an on-premise commercial message have new regulations for placement, size and 
duration within residential areas. 

 Temporary signs with a noncommercial message (political, freedom of speech signs, non-profit event, 
etc…) have new regulations for placement, size and duration within any zoning district. 

 Temporary signs shall be located on private property and shall not be stacked. 

 Temporary signs shall not be placed in the ROW or on public property. 

 Temporary signs shall not be placed in the sight-distance-triangle and shall not be illuminated or mounted 
to fences, trees, utility poles etc… 

 Temporary signs shall remain safe and shall not be damaged or broken. 

 Temporary signs shall be placed in landscaped areas and not on parking lots or vehicle access points. 

 Temporary signs shall be securely fastened and/or anchored in the ground. 

 Temporary signs shall consist of study or rigid material; no flapping or movement allowed. 

 Temporary sings shall include information written on the back of the sign that notates time, dates and 
contact info.  

 Temporary signs do not require a sign permit. 

 Banners shall be 48 SF maximum placed on private property outside of the sight-distance-triangle and 
flush mounted to the wall of the primary building. 

 Banners shall be free from rips, tears and holes and shall not be placed on poles, fences, between pillars, 
or onto any freestanding sign. 

 Banners are only permitted in the following commercial zones (TC, IP, COM, MU, CS, & UC). 

 A maximum of 2 banners may be placed on any one given property at a time. 

 Banners shall be displayed for no more than 60 consecutive days and no more than 2 times a year. 

 Freedom of expression, USU election, political, personal event, neighborhood event, garage sale signs 
have all been consolidated into the temporary sign section. 

 EMD signs shall not advertise off-premise messages. 

 EMD signs are only allowed in the COM, CS, & IP zones. 

 Dissolve and Fade are the only permitted transitions on EMD signs. 

 Message dwell time shall be a minimum of 6 seconds for EMD signs. 

 Flashing, blinking, animation, video, starburst, scrolling, travel, text or graphics that move and any new 
frame effect not identified herein shall be prohibited on EMD signs. 

 A static image is the only permitted frame effect on an EMD sign. 

 EMD brightness shall be measure by foot candles and shall not exceed 270 during daytime hours and 26 
during nighttime hours. 

 New EMD signs shall be equipped with photocell dimming capability. 

 Building EMD signs shall not exceed 32 SF and 15 ft in height. 

 Monument EMD signs shall not exceed 66% of the sign face area and not more than 32 SF.  

 Pole EMD signs are prohibited. 

 All EMD signs (existing and proposed) shall comply with new operational requirements. 

 Freestanding EMD signs shall require additional landscaping and materials that compliment the primary 
structure. 
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Chapter 17.62 Definitions 

 Minor changes were made to community services, household, irrigation, landscaping, lands set 
asides, lot, mineral resources production, mixed use, open space, parking – commercial, recreational 
vehicle storage, parks, primary structure, sales and service – large footprint, brew restaurant, tennis or 
swim clubs, shade trees, shed, signs, structure, twin home, tree removal, useable open space, waste 
related use and wrecking yards definitions. 

 Sign – Commercial, sign – electronic message display (dissolve, dwell time, fade, foot candle, 
flashing, frame effect, scroll, transition, travel), sign – off premise, are entirely new terms defined in 
chapter 17.62. 

 Sign – holiday decorations, sign – political, storage of sand, gravel, earth or stone (see warehouse, 
freight movement) are terms eliminated from chapter 17.62. 

 General grammatical and formatting changes are made to chapter 17.62. 

 
PROPONENT:  None 
 
PUBLIC:   Kris Larsen, owner of Al‟s Sporting Goods, remarked that what he has heard so far seems 
anti-business and in light of the difficult economy he would like more pro-business ideas.  He said 
“beauty is in the eye of the beholder” and believes digital signs serve as a great tool to enhance 
business.   He said he was unaware of any accidents caused by, or complaints about, his EMD sign at 
1600 North Main.  He advised that voluntary adjustments were made to their sign to make it less bright 
and/or offensive.   With YESCO being such a large employer in Cache Valley, Logan should serve as a 
showcase for this industry.  He said he is concerned about the grandfathering issue since his business 
has invested thousands of dollars on their sign and find it to be a valuable marketing tool. Commissioner 
Lee asked Mr. Larsen‟s opinion of the comparison slides of a pole EMD sign and a monument sign that 
was presented by Staff.  Mr. Larsen said that he believed the pole sign is not attractive and should be 
scaled down, but not just because it is an EMD sign.  Mr. Larsen advised that when their business was 
built, they were asked to put in an EMD sign but did not have the money to do so at that time. Mr. Larsen 
asked the Commission to consider not being so restrictive of the digital signs if they are done in a 
sensible way.   
 
Krista Lewis from the Bank of Utah remarked that they like to support and promote local community 
events.  She expressed concern that the proposed 6 second dwell time is too long; the normal transition 
is 3.87 seconds.  The average person can read at 1.88 seconds.  The intersection light at 1400 North 
Main stays red for over one minute, making it possible to display 4-5 advertisements, whereas if the 
dwell time is mandated to be longer, it would only allow 2-3 messages.  She advised that the bank has a 
significant financial investment in the sign and the proposed limitations would make it impossible to 
capitalize on that investment.  She said that policing the creativity and limiting the graphics does not 
seem prudent when the goal of the sign is to effectively communicate a message.  She asked the 
Commission to consider policies that promote business growth, not hinder the ability for businesses to 
promote their goods and services. 
  
Sandy Emile, CEO/President of the Cache County Chamber of Commerce, said she has had the 
opportunity to visit with many community business owners who have voiced concern over proposed 
limitations to the sign ordinance.  She believes there is still some fine-tuning that should be done on this 
issue, and does not think there is a definitive answer yet.  She asked the Commission to consider looking 
a little more toward the businesses and the financial investment that many have made.  She also 
encouraged consideration for marketing of quality community events and non-profit programs, which 
already have limited ability to advertise.  She also reminded the Commission to consider YESCO and to 
offer some compromise to the usage of electronic signage within the community.   
 
 
 
 



Planning Commission Minutes                                          October 27, 2011                                                                   Page 4 of 14 

 
 
Rod Wardle from YESCO expressed his appreciation for Staff‟s effort and the willingness for the 
Commission to consider public comment. He contends that signs can be aesthetically pleasing with 
proper design, architecture and landscaping.  He noted that foot candle readings are dependent on the 
distance from which they are taken and there should be some verifiable standard from which that 
measurement is taken.  The 6 second dwell time is consistent with what is seen on federal highway 
digital billboards, which has not been considered erroneous in that type of environment due to the size.  
Most of the community roadside signs are 23-32 SF and require more message capability.  He said the 
grandfathering issue is a legitimate concern and said he did not know what problems have been 
associated with animation, as typically it would be a safety concern and most of the research has been 
done on the larger billboard style signs – with no appreciable rise in accidents reported.  Many 
communities allow for animation and motion in electronic messaging.  He said YESCO would be 
delighted to mock up a display to replicate the types of conditions that need to be regulated and allow 
Staff/Commission to observe those effects.  There can be confusing vocabulary and it is often difficult to 
visualize the environment and Mr. Wardle wants to ensure that an educated decision is made. 
 
Steve Stokes, part-owner in over 350,000 SF of retail space in Logan, expressed concern with the 
notification process.  As new changes/adjustments are proposed, property owners need adequate 
notification so that proper input can be presented. There are issues and challenges that need to be 
addressed. He distributed pictures of downtown Logan illustrating signage changes over time.   
 
Jonathan Badger, Lee‟s Marketplace, echoed many of the comments that have been expressed.  He 
said they are contemplating another EMD sign for their business.  They try and stay within the 
ordinances and regulations.  He said businesses need signs that draw the consumer‟s attention.  Most of 
the comments have been in support for having the signs, there seems to be little opposition and he does 
not understand why the restrictions are being considered. 
 
Clay Buttars, from Stevens-Henager College, feels there are EMD signs that could be more aesthetically 
pleasing (i.e. the one on the south end of Main Street); however, it does serve the purpose of eye-
catching advertising.  He noted the significant financial investment in EMD signs in Logan to help 
businesses prosper and there are definite ramifications that these proposed restrictions could impose.  
He said he does not know of any reported accidents in the area due to the signage and would like to the 
results of traffic studies and/or research.  
 
Dean Wada, private citizen, said he agreed that the signs should be as aesthetically pleasing as 
possible.  He said is fine with electronic signs, and feels that trying to minimize them is good, but also 
believes that businesses need the ability to advertise.  He also agreed that there is value in promoting 
non-profit and community events.  
 
COMMISSION: Mr. Housley, the City Attorney, advised that grammatical corrections can be submitted to 
Staff, other significant concerns should be discussed.    
 
At Commissioner Lee‟s request, Mr. Holley clarified that dissolve and fade were the only two transition 
methods being proposed as they are more subtle and less distractive.  Commissioner Lee asked about 
data and/or research to substantiate the proposed regulations and felt that sign owners should be 
informed as to the basis for the restrictions and changes being considered.  Mr. Holley explained that in 
2008 the City consulted with YESCO and incorporated much of the language into the original ordinance, 
since then, the City has been massaging the ordinance over time.  The 6 second dwell time comes from 
the original 2008 ordinance.  Mr. Holley also noted that considerations must be looked at from the 
adjacent road(s) and dwell time(s) may need to be adjusted accordingly.  
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Commissioner Lee, Commissioner Hall and Mr. Holley discussed some sign measurements, using the 
Bank of Utah sign as an example.   
 
Commissioner Hall expressed concern with the basis for the proposed changes.  With no evident public 
clamor, she said she was unsure of the origination for the instrument of change.  Commissioner Lee 
agreed and said he was also concerned that this seems to be more of a political move, and if so, 
questioned whether or not the Commission should be responding so forcefully.  Mr. Holley explained that 
this proposal is the result of a recent meeting with the Municipal Council.   
 
Mr. Holley advised that there is a neighborhood plan being conducted within the Adams area and an 
independent survey concerning EMD signs was done with the results being evenly split.  Most of the 
concerns were aesthetic related (Mr. Holley said the survey results would be provided to the 
Commission).  Mr. Holley said of the 24 electronic signs installed, the ones which pre-date 2008 do not 
have any regulations; the 14 signs installed from 2008 to present have more guidelines.   
 
Mr. Holley said that 60% of the signs have been installed within the last three years and the Municipal 
Council is concerned with the spike in the number of signs being requested.   
 
Commissioner Lee applauded the Council‟s desire to investigate this issue, but wondered if the proposed 
regulations are over-reaching in an effort to respond to a trend.  
 
Commissioner Hall suggested breaking this issue into specific segments.  Commissioner Lee agreed and 
said it would also be helpful to have factual data.  
 
Mike DeSimone, the Community Development Director, suggested establishing a task force to look at 
particular segments of the EMD ordinance and provide the results to the Commission. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked about the noticing requirements, as a few of the citizens expressed some 
concerns.  Mr. Housley said that the minimum noticing requirements are met.  Chairman Simmonds 
asked if all sign owners could be notified.  Staff agreed and also said that Sandy Emile could be a 
resource to help with notification to all retailers.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the consideration and study of the sign ordinance be continued  
in specific sections in November/December/January; with 17.62 Definitions section to be continued to 
November 10, 2011.  Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.  
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr   Seconded: Commissioner Hall   Passed: 6,0] 
Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-043  Jed Willets Rezone.  Zone Change.  Jed Willets, authorized agent/owner, requests a zone 
change of Lot #6 of the Royal Point Subdivision from Mixed Residential Medium (MRM) to Mixed 
Residential High (MRH) to achieve a higher density allowing for proper Logan City subdivision to occur 
and thus creating recognized building lots with the intention to build a multi-family structure in the vacant 
area in the southwest corner at 1360 North 200 West; TIN #05-041-0056. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written recommending denial for the rezone request. 
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Mr. Holley explained the history of the property.  In 1995 tax identification number (TIN) boundaries were 
dived around the existing seven 4-plexs at Cache County.  The creation of the seven (7) boundaries left 
the original parent TIN as a vacant .24 acre area in the southwest corner.  Application for proper 
subdivision (to create legal building lots) was never made with Logan City.  The City has never 
recognized these additional TIN boundaries.  Lot #6 under the R4 zoning ordinance could have allowed 
for additional units, but were never constructed.  Access easements were established at the County to 
access interior structures.  In 2000 zoning designations and densities changed to Multi-Family High 
(MFH) and the project became legally existing nonconforming.   In August 2011, the applicant came to 
the City and when Mr. Holley spoke with him originally, he made the mistake of relying on the GIS 
system (that identifies all the parcels with a red-flag layer which indicates illegal parcels).  Mr. Holley 
clicked on the area - .24 acres located in the MRM zone and told the applicant that a duplex would be 
allowed in this zone.  When the applicant made application, Staff realized that this was never legally 
subdivided.   The possible solution would be to rezone the entire area of Lot #6, and then have a new 
subdivision occur, creating a City recognized buildable lot.  Once it was rezoned, there would be a 
possibility of other structures being built.  Staff has taken this request and compared it against the 
General Plan and the Future Land Use Plan (FLUP) which identifies this area as Mixed-Residential (does 
not distinguish between high or medium density – which is the difference between 11 units per acre and 
20 units per acre). The GP also encourages varied housing types and structures for this zone to be 
successful.  Based on the studies in the General Plan that shift densities to account for future population 
growth to Town Center (TC), Campus Residential (CR), and Mixed-Use zones, Staff feels that those 
population demands can be met and the lack of housing variety in this is a reason for recommending 
denial for the rezone request.     
 
PROPONENT:  Jed Willets explained that prior to purchasing the property he spoke with Mr. Holley and 
was under the impression that a 4-plex unit could be put on the lot.  It was later discovered that this could 
not be done.  Mr. Willets noted that in 2006 a project to have a 28-unit storage complex was approved.  
Mr. Holley said that storage would still be possible; however, it would have to be accessory to the 28 
units currently there.  Mr. Willets said his desire was to try and do a simple duplex, similar to the 
buildings that are there.  He thought he had done due diligence prior to the purchase of the lot.  Currently 
there is a small storage shed, dumpsters and weeds on the property, which is not the best use of the 
area and he feels his proposal would not be an offensive use. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked about the access point and/or commonly owned road.  Mr. Holley explained 
that there is a cross-easement right-of-way that connects 200 West to every 4-plex.   
 
Mr. Housley advised that in 1996, Logan City had a meeting with every title company in the City advising 
them not to issue title insurance to any of these units in the Royal Point Subdivision, unless it were a 
legally recognized lot.  There had been problems with title insurance being obtained because of a tax 
identification number, without the lot being properly or legally subdivided.   
 
PUBLIC:   Charlie Pfau, 227 West 1330 North, recommended condemning the lot. She said the pictures 
are quite deceiving.  She brought some pictures to show the Commission how small the property is.  She 
is concerned with vandalism and crime in the area.  She has personally reported three cases.  She has 
had her fence torn apart, her car damaged, smoking in the vacant lot, children throwing rocks over the 
fence, and she believes more rentals in the area will only add to the problem. She also expressed 
concern that there is no sidewalk, curb or gutter along 200 West.  She advised that since infill dirt has 
been brought in, it has created a 20% slope which has caused flooding problems.  
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LeeAnn Wilkins, 235 West 1330 North, is the original owner of her home. She enjoys the area and has 
seen many changes over the years.  She said the proponent approached her about selling part of her 
property; she declined and recommended the property not be purchased.  The original owner of the 
property wanted to build a 6-plex, but the neighbors were opposed to it.  There is not enough parking in 
the area now and additional tenants would create more of a problem. She has had a problem with water 
draining into her yard.  She said she would like to see a fence put up.   
 
Jennifer Carroll, 215 West 1330 North, has lived in the area for 19 years.  She chose the area because it 
is conveniently located close to schools, stores and the hospital.  The realtor told them that the 
subdivision would continue to the north, however, a 4-plex was built 10 ft. from her property line.   She 
said the tenants in the apartments have created trouble over the years.  She would not like to see 
anything developed there and would like to see it become a nice open space area for local families to 
enjoy, rather than more high-density housing in northwest Logan.   
 
Mr. Willets clarified that he did approach the two owners to the south to see if more acreage could be 
obtained to put in a triplex, which was the original intention.  
 
COMMISSION:  Commissioner Hall asked if the other owners within Lot #6 have been made aware of 
this request.  Mr. Holley advised that public notices were sent out to adjacent property owners within 300 
ft. of the property.  The other units are considered grandfathered at this point – as far as the City is 
concerned this is seven (7) duplexes on one (1) lot which was an allowable development pattern in 1992.  
He pointed out that each one was divided differently; some were condominimized and divided just 
around the building footprint with some open areas as overall common space.  Lots #1 and #3 are 
divided similar to Lot #6.  Currently Lot #1 developed at 17 units/acre; Lots #3, 4, and 5 are at 14 
units/acre; and Lot #6 is at 16 units/acre (right in between the medium and high densities of 11 and 20).  
Lot #6 has seven (7) 4-plexs (1.8 acres) but the County recognizes .25 acre lots inside of Lot #6.  
Kymber Housley, the City Attorney, pointed out that the County does not necessarily recognize the lots; 
they have been given tax identification (TIN) numbers; however they do not have the ability to create a 
legal lot. 
 
Mr. Holley pointed out the entire area of Lot #6 would have to be rezoned to create a recognized, 
buildable lot for the area in question. 
 
Commissioner Lee agreed with Commissioner Hall about ownership problems and asked Mr. Housley if 
a rezone would facilitate legitimizing the lot.  Mr. Housley advised that it is a legitimate lot, the zone could 
be changed to increase the density; however that would then be city-wide.   
 
Commissioner Lee clarified that at this point, only the zone change is being considered, not the proposed 
duplex.  Mr. Housley advised this was correct.  Commissioner Lee advised that he thought the rezone 
would help clean up the whole area and maybe “fix” part of the problem. 
 
Chairman Simmonds said she had a problem with “fixing a lot that isn‟t a lot” until the underlying issue 
with the parcel is taken care of.  It seems as if the original owners misled buyers.   
 
Mr. Housley reminded the Commission that the zone change would not be changing just this particular 
lot.  He advised that this area has been an issue for over 10 years and a good example of what “we don‟t 
want to happen in other areas of the City” and the addition of another unit will be a very hard sell to the 
Municipal Council.  
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Mr. Holley clarified for Commissioner Davis that Lot #6 currently has 28 units on 1.8 acres.  
 
Commissioner Kerr advised that there was no way to expand the legally existing nonconforming nature 
of the lot within the Code.  Any rezone would have to at least extend to the entire Lot #6, however, that 
would be spot zoning, which is specifically prohibited and he recommended denial for the request.  
 
Mr. Housley pointed out that the law has changed where „spot zone‟ is not defined by the size of lot or 
the fact that it is not surrounded by similar type zoning, therefore, it could be rezoned legally but whether 
it fits with the General Plan is a different issue.  A decision should not be based on the idea that this 
would be an illegal spot zone.  
 
Commissioner Lee felt that resolving the issue of this whole subdivision was part of the Commission‟s 
duty and this should be fixed, rather than “punting the issue”. 
 
Mr. Housley advised that this is a self-imposed problem and was done intentionally by previous owners, 
not in good faith.  He agreed that it is a problem but did not think the City has an obligation to “fix it”.  Not 
increasing the density may be “the fix”. 
 
Commissioner Lee advised that the concerns of the neighbors are valid.  He felt like having a home built 
there might be a positive change for this orphan lot and a rezone might be a good solution. 
 
Commissioner Hale worried that this would be opening the door for other lots to want to do the same 
thing.  She thought open space was the best idea for this area. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission forward a recommendation for 
denial to the Municipal Council for the requested zone change with the findings as listed below. 
Commissioner Hale seconded the motion.   

 
FINDINGS FOR DENIAL  
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings:  
1. Because of increase densities in other areas of the city, including the Town Center, Mixed Use and 

Campus Residential zones the population growth demands identified in the General Plan can be 
fulfilled.  

2. Because Lot #6 was never properly subdivided into smaller parcels around the seven (7) 4-plexs by 
the City, some of the current TIN boundaries configured at the county are insufficient in size and lack 
adequate usable open space, landscaping and setbacks. 

3. Adjacent land uses, especially the single family neighborhood to the south, would be negatively 
impacted by the increased density. 

4. The request is inconsistent with the General Plan because additional multi-family structures would 
increase the imbalance of housing variety; the northwest is already oversaturated with 4-plex style 
structures. The General Plan calls for a variety and mix of housing options for all stages of life and 
levels of income 

 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr   Seconded: Commissioner Hale   Passed: 5,1] 
Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr        Nay: K. Lee     Abstain:   
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PC 11-044  Cache Valley Bible Fellowship.  Conditional Use Permit.  Eldon Peterson, authorized 
agent/owner, request to use the existing building, located on the east side of 200 West, to be used for 
religious meeting space. The lot on which the building sits is approximately 1.25 acres in size. The gross 
floor area to be occupied by the church is approximately 11,500 square feet (SF). The remaining space 
of the building (approximately 1,300 SF) is occupied by another business (Creative Communication) and 
is mainly used for office and warehouse space. Meetings are proposed to be held during daytime hours 
on Saturdays and Sundays, and during a few weeknights at 1488 North 200 West in the Mixed Use (MU) 
zone; TIN #04-082-0021. 
 
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff Report as written recommending approval.  She distributed new 
site plans indicating 60 parking stalls.  The LDC 17.38 requires one (1) stall per four (4) persons of 
maximum capacity.  As indicated recently, a maximum of 268 occupants are proposed at one time in this 
church, which would require 67 parking stalls.  An additional 11 stalls have been indicated in a shared 
parking agreement with the property to the east.   
 
PROPONENT:  Eldon Peterson noted that there are 63 parking stalls, still four (4) short of the required.  
He does have a verbal commitment with Kris Larsen for additional parking.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked Mr. Peterson to clarify the parking.  Mr. Peterson said there are 63 stalls on 
the property (the discrepancy is the handicapped spots). 
 
PUBLIC:   None 
 
COMMISSION:  None 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved that the Planning conditionally approve PC 11-044 for a 
Conditional Use Permit with the conditions as 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. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Conditional Use Permit and are available 

in the Community Development Department. 
2. Parking is required based on the maximum allowed capacity, at one time, being 268 occupants as 

established by the Building Safety Division, which requires 67 parking stalls.  
3. Prior to the recordation of the Conditional Use Permit, a shared parking agreement shall be 

submitted to the Department of Community Development, signed by the property owner of 1480 
North 200 West and 1488 North 200 West, indicating the remaining required amount of parking (11 
stalls) is available on the property and may be used for the Cache Valley Bible Fellowship during 
their proposed worship times.  

4. If sufficient off-street parking is not available, the maximum number of occupants allowed in the 
building shall be reduced, in order to comply with the parking requirements of the Land Development 
Code 17.38, or an Alternative Parking Plan shall be submitted, in accordance with §17.38.050. 

5. 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. 

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

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: 
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a. Environmental (waste management)  

1. Will use existing dumpsters. 
2. Will need to conduct a Hazard Assessment Inspection of the culinary piping of the 

property. 
b. Fire  

1. The Fire Department has met with the applicant about the required installation of fire 
sprinkler and alarm systems. The applicant will need to submit fire sprinkler and fire alarm 
plans for approval prior to any work on these systems.  

 
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 Cache Valley Bible Fellowship 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 will not conflict with the surrounding business hours. 

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

4. The use of the church is an identified conditional use in the Mixed Use zone of the Land 
Development Code.  

5. The streets providing access and other infrastructure to the Cache Valley Bible Fellowship have 
adequate capacities or a suitable level of service for the conditional use.  

6. The Conditional Use Permit requires Cache Valley Bible Fellowship to provide adequate off-street 
parking in conformance with the Land Development Code. 
 

[Moved: Commissioner Davis  Seconded: Commissioner Hale   Passed: 6,0] 
Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-045  Lewiston State Bank.  Design Review.  Jennifer King/Lewiston State Bank, authorized 
agent/owner, request a Design Review Permit for a new 2,790 square foot (SF) commercial building with 
associated parking and landscaping. The single story commercial building will serve as the Logan branch 
for Lewiston State Bank. A boundary line adjustment is conditioned with this project to combine the two 
existing lots into one at 298 South Main in the Commercial (COM) zone; TIN #02-049-0007;0010. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written recommending approval.  He advised that when 
the Land Development Code was revised in February 2010, parking maximums were introduced in 
response to bigger facilities (i.e. mall, Walmart) planning parking lots to accommodate for “black Friday”.  
90% of the time these lots are empty, therefore, the idea behind parking maximums is to increase 
walkability and compact urban design and development.  After working with the revised Code, Staff has 
determined that each zone should be considered specifically, with some zones requiring more flexibility.   
 
PROPONENT:  None 
 
PUBLIC:   Jason Ward, JS Ward Investments, owns the property to the east and advised that he is 
supportive of the project; his main concern relates to the maintenance of right-of-way and vehicle access 
to the north.   
 
Commissioner Kerr asked about trucks using the right-of-way.  Mr. Ward advised that the intent is for 
vehicles and trucks to use the road for access as needed, that is the reason he purchased the right-of-
way.  
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Commissioner Adams asked if there would be bank traffic and right-of-way traffic coming in and out at 
the same time.  Mr. Ward said that there should be enough room for 2-way traffic (condition #8 
amended). 
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Simmonds asked about Staff‟s reasoning for the request that the front 
entrance face Main Street rather than 300 South.  Mr. Holley advised that the Code recommends that on 
a corner a 45‟ entrance can be used, or locate a door on the primary road, therefore, Staff feels that the 
front entrance facing Main Street is more appropriate in this particular application.  Chairman Simmonds 
noted that the recent Chick-Fil-A was not required to have an entrance facing Main Street.  Mr. Holley 
said that project was established under a different ordinance and a building that faces the primary street 
is much better.  Chairman Simmonds noted that Texas Roadhouse and Chuck-A-Rama are other 
examples where architectural features could be used instead of a main entrance.  She remarked that this 
project, because of the location of the drive-thru, seemed better suited to having the main entrance 
facing the south.  
 
Commissioner Hall agreed that it seemed to be the more logical entrance and cited the example of Key 
Bank utilizing the most convenient entry.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked about the availability of a back/secondary exit.  Mr. Holley said there is a 
secondary entrance; however, customers will be only be using one entrance.  
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the dumpster were moved for the right-of-way, whether two parking stalls 
would be removed.  Mr. Holley said that would be the case and parking would be brought down to 17 
stalls.  
 
Mr. Holley answered for Commissioner Adams that the height of the building is proposed to be 23.5 ft.   
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the submitted site plans include any equipment that might be mounted on the 
roof (citing concern based on a recent example).  Mr. Holley said conceptual elevations and site plans 
should include that information.  Mr. Housley said that can always be made a condition of approval if 
there are any concerns.  
 
Commissioner Adams remarked that this is a great addition to the area. 
     
MOTION: Commissioner Adams moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-045 for a Design Review & Conditional Use Permit with the amended conditions as listed below. 
Commissioner Kerr seconded the motion.   
 
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. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review and are available in the 

Community Development Department. 
2. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with §17.39 of the LDC shall be 

submitted for approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of the 
building permit. The plan shall include the following: 

3. Street trees at 30-foot centers along all public right-of-ways.  
4. Landscaped areas shall match the submitted plans with the addition of plant material along the east 

property boundary. Varieties and sizes of all plant material shall be specified on the plan.  
5. All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting. Exterior building lights shall be 

mounted between 6-14 feet above adjacent grade and freestanding luminaries shall not exceed 
twelve (12) feet in height, as per §17.11.140 and §17.36.210.  
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6. Parking shall be reduced to 16 Stalls with an approved alternative parking plan as per §17.38.050. 
7. All entrances shall have weather protection (awnings, canopies, building overhangs, etc.) as 

required in §17.15.090 of the LDC. 
8. The 25‟ wide access easement along the east property boundary shall be maintained for access to 

the north.  
9. 1 bicycle parking stall shall be installed and shall meet the requirements of the LDC §17.38100. 
10. No signs are approved with this Design Review Permit. All signs must be approved through the Sign 

Permit process. 
11. A Boundary Line Adjustment shall be recorded prior to the issuance of a building permit.  
12. Prior to 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. Environmental   
1. The minimum inside clear measurement of the enclosure is 12 feet wide and 10 feet deep. A 
second option would be to use residential carts instead of a dumpster. Many local bank branches 
generate very little trash so they might get by with a trash can or two and a recycle can instead, 
however, they would have to place them along 300 South on Thursday evening for Friday morning 
collection. 

b. Engineering  
1.  The west edge of the access to 300 South must be 200 feet east of the west property line (east 

right-of-way line of US 89/91 preferred.  If less than 150 feet, access shall be restricted to right-
in/right-out of property.   

2.  Comply with all design and construction standards and specifications. 
c. Fire  

1. Adequate access from Main Street and 300 South.  Adequate hydrants in the area.  
d. Parks and Recreation   

1. Property owner to irrigate and maintain park strip on Main and 300 South 
 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL FOR THE DESIGN REVIEW & CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings supported in the administrative 
record for this project: 
1. The proposed use is compatible with surrounding land uses of the COM zone and will not interfere 

with the use and enjoyment of adjoining or area properties because of the building design, 
landscaping, and setbacks are consistent with adjacent properties. 

2. The Design Review Permit conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code. 
3. The proposed uses are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood character as this is a 

commercial area and the project will bring more customer traffic into the area and enhance 
commercial activity. 

4. The proposed use provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17. 
5. The project conforms to landscaping requirements in Title 17. 
6. The project meets the goals and objectives of the Commercial Zoning designation within the Logan 

General Plan by providing commercial services along high capacity roads.  
7. The project meets the goals and objectives of Envision Cache Valley by focusing development within 

current city boundaries and with existing infrastructure systems.  
8. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and the 

Municipal Code. 
9. The location and width of the access to 300 South is designed to be constructed in conformance with 

City standards and specifications. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Adams  Seconded: Commissioner Kerr  Passed: 6,0] 
Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   
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Workshop Item(s) for November 10, 2011: 
 PC 11-046  AT&T Cell Facility 
 PC 11-047  Next Audio Video Bldg  

 
Other Business: 
 
Logan Specific Downtown Plan  
 Collaborative effort by number of consultants with support from the Logan Downtown Alliance.  
 Purpose to guide future development, transportation enhancements, market and economic 

restructuring for the City. 
 Serves as a vision for downtown for next 40 years. 
 Blueprint contains significant number of efforts based on National Main Street Four-Point 

Approach:  Design, Economic Restructuring, Promotion, and Organization. 
 
Dennis Carlson, the owner of Bernina Fabrics, advised that he would not be able to attend the public 
hearing on November 10, 2011. He wanted the Commission to be aware of his concern that this plan 
does not adequately address the need for additional parking downtown.  He said that downtown 
businesses cannot compete with the large box stores and there should be more ideas regarding 
customers and traffic downtown. 
 
Korral Broschinsky, the architectural historian selected to conduct the 2011 Reconnaissance Level 
Survey will be presenting the survey methods, results, and recommendations at the November 10 
meeting.  
 
Meeting adjourned 8:37 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission meeting of 
October 27, 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  
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