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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting of September 8, 2011 

 

M I N U T E S  
 

Public Conference Room � 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, September 8, 2011.  Vice-Chairman Kerr called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  John Kerr, David Adams, Amanda Davis, Allison Hale, 
Heather Hall, Konrad Lee      
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   Jeannie Simmonds  
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Glen Goins, Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, John Chase, Craig 
Humphreys, Kymber Housley, Bill Young, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the August 25, 2011 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  Commissioner Lee moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. 
Commissioner Davis seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 11-030  Church of God (church meetings).  Conditional Use Permit.  Nate 
Stoker/Blacksheep LLC, authorized agent/owner, request a conditional use permit to hold 
church meetings on Sundays and weekday evenings at 89 East 1400 North in the Mixed-Use 
(MU) zone; TIN #04-085-0040.   
 
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford advised that the applicant has requested continuance to the meeting of 
October 13, 2011. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hall moved that the Planning Commission approve continuance of 
PC 11-030 to the meeting of October 13, 2011.  Commissioner Hale seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Hall  Seconded: Commissioner Hale    Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, K. Lee       Nay:      Abstain:   

 
PC 11-031  Sorensen Daycare.  Conditional Use Permit.  Diana Sorensen/Brandon Stephens, 
authorized agent/owner, request a conditional use permit to run a state licensed home daycare 
for up to 16 children at 1624 East 1140 North in the Neighborhood Residential East (NRE) zone; 
TIN 07-026-0002. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval. 
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PROPONENT:  Diana Sorensen answered for Commissioner Adams that her hours of operation 
will be 6:00 a.m. to 5:45 p.m.  She said that she has a client currently coming at 4:30 a.m. but is 
hoping to change that schedule.  There would be one other employee besides herself if there 
are over 8 children.  Commissioner Adams asked how the staggered drop off/pick up times 
have worked in the past.  Ms. Sorensen said that in 14 years of providing daycare, she has 
never dealt with more than three at one time and there have never been any problems. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked about areas where the children will be allowed to play.  Ms. 
Sorensen said that it would be restricted to inside the home or the fenced backyard only.   
 
Commissioner Davis expressed concern with the appearance of the yard.  Ms. Sorensen said 
that she is still moving in and it will be cleaned up soon and advised that the home has been 
inspected and approved by the State Licensing Board. 
 
In answer to Commissioner Hall’s question, Ms. Sorensen said she moved into this current 
location and has been providing daycare there since the first of August (this year) and has had 
no problems.   
 
PUBLIC: Many public letters was received prior to the meeting and distributed to the 
Commission expressing opposition to the request, mainly based on traffic impacts to the 
neighborhood. (Letters included in project file). 
 
Beth Esplin, 1638 East 100 North, expressed concerns with this project in a quiet residential 
neighborhood.  She explained that one of the neighbors has expressed concern with losing 
privacy; another resident is taking care of a spouse with medical concerns; and others have 
grandchildren visit often.  She conveyed concern that with the narrow width of the road (30 ft) 
and rolled curbing, additional traffic will pose a safety risk to people in the area.  She was also 
worried about home values declining and expressed opposition to this application. 
 
Dr. Douglas Hart and his wife Bonnie, 1687 East 1140 North, expressed concern with additional 
traffic and with vehicles pulling into and backing out of the proponent’s driveway.  Dr. Hart said 
that although this is not considered a commercial enterprise, this zone is for single-family homes 
and both he and Mrs. Hart are concerned for the safety of residents and children in the area. 
 
COMMISSION:  Chairman Kerr reminded the public that the role of the Planning Commission is 
judicial in nature and is to judge whether an application meets the Code as approved by the 
Municipal Council.  He encouraged citizens to participate in the upcoming elections and/or let 
elected officials know of concerns within the established Code. 
 
Mr. Holley clarified for Mr. Adams that clients currently use the driveway and the side of the 
street for drop off and pick up, however, Staff is recommending that all drop off and pick up 
traffic only occur in the driveway (condition #5).  
 
Commissioner Davis asked about the signage allowance in this zone.  Mr. Holley explained that 
home occupation permits allow 2SF of signage (configured any way) that has to be placed on 
the building. 
 
 
Chairman Kerr clarified, in reference to comments in some of the letters received, that this 
application does not constitute commercialization of the neighborhood or a change of the zone, 
nor does it open the door for other commercial activities beyond an approved home occupation 
in a residential zone. 
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Chairman Kerr outlined the suggested points for consideration of the project including whether it 
conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan Municipal Code; the daycare is a 
recognized use in Table 17.13.020 of the Land Development Code; the use is compatible with 
the surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjoining 
properties; and the infrastructure has adequate capacity, or suitable levels of service for the 
proposed project. 
 
Commissioner Adams said he could understand the neighbors concern about parking but said it 
seems simpler to pull up to the front of the house rather than pulling into the driveway.  Mr. 
Holley said although this is a recommended condition, it is not a requirement and the 
Commission can amend and/or modify the condition at their discretion.  
 
Commissioner Davis noted that she would be concerned about dropping children off on the 
opposite side of street and can understand the reasoning for the recommended driveway 
condition. 
 
Commissioner Hall asked about regulation of this condition and said that she is not sure that the 
streets are capable of handling the additional traffic.  
 
Commissioner Lee asked about the prevalence of home occupation signage.  Mr. Holley said 
that it really depends but there are a few around.  He reminded the Commission that it cannot 
be a sign out in the yard; it must be attached to the home.  Commissioner Lee expressed 
concern whether signage fits with the purpose and scope of a neighborhood.   
 
Mr. Holley asked Mr. Housley if it would be possible to condition the size with a conditional use 
permit.  He also noted that conditional use permits remain with the property.  Mr. Housley 
explained that the Code allows a permitted home occupation 2SF of signage.  This is not tied to 
the conditional use but to the license for the home occupation.   
 
Bill Young, City Engineer, addressed the road width concern and explained that this 30’ asphalt 
road meets the requirement for a 60’ right-of-way.  Current design standards actually put a 60’ 
right-of-way at 29’ of asphalt.  Keeping roads more narrow in residential areas is a goal because 
it seems to calm traffic down; drivers tend to drive slower and are usually more attentive.   As far 
as the traffic being generated from this proposal, calculating 32 round trips per day, a traffic 
study would show no impact to this residential road. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked about reaching saturation points.  Mr. Housley said that there can be 
a point where it might reach a negative impact.  He explained that in 2005 a section in State 
Law was added for conditional uses to reduce some of the ambiguity.  He cited section 10-91-
507 “a conditional use shall be approved if reasonable conditions are imposed, or can be 
imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use in 
accordance with applicable standards.”  He explained that the use has to be allowed if 
conditions can be imposed to mitigate any negative impacts.  If there are too many concentrated 
in one area, there may be a point where mitigation might not be possible.  Too much traffic or 
noise might be enough to deny a permit, however there must be some type of empirical data to 
support any decision.   
 
Commissioner Lee asked whether the proponent or the City has the burden of proof.  Mr. 
Housley said that it could be the proponent, the City, the neighbors or anyone else, but there 
must be evidence to support the negative impact; not just general observation of such.  
 
Commissioner Davis asked what would happen if an applicant did not meet the conditions of 
approval.  Mr. Housley said that enforcement action could be taken up to and including 
revocation of the permit.  
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Commissioner Adams asked if there were a current review process in place.  Mr. Housley 
explained that there is not a formal process, but if complaints are received, administrative 
enforcement and investigation would begin. 
 
A condition was added at the suggestion of Commissioner Davis and Commissioner Hall that all 
children and daycare related equipment shall be limited to inside the home or the rear yard.  
 
Chairman Kerr noted that the concerns regarding noise are outside the Planning Commission’s 
purview, but there are codes within Logan City which govern noise pollution and if neighbors 
feel that they are being impacted they need to report it so it can be handled by the appropriate 
department. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Adams moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 11-031 for a Conditional Use Permit with the conditions listed below.  Commissioner Davis 
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. 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: 

a. Water / Cross Connection  
Culinary piping connections and points of use will need to be inspected to ensure there 
are not any unprotected cross connections.  

b. Fire   
       Fire inspection required; all day care rules applicable for group day care. 
 

c. Environmental (Waste Management)   
 Additional residential cans are available for an additional fee if needed. 
d. Business License  

       Need to amend current business license application upon approval. 
8. The proponent shall comply with all State regulations regarding to 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. The Diana Sorensen 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. The Diana Sorensen 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 streets providing access and other infrastructure to the subject property 
have adequate capacity, or suitable levels of service, for the proposed use. 

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

 
PC 11-032  Baicor Warehouse Addition.  Design Review Permit.  Don Knighton, Michael B. 
Miller, authorized agent/owner, request expansion of current facility at 1895 North 600 West in 
the Industrial Park (IP) zone; TIN #04-079-0007.  
 
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff Report as written, recommending approval with 
additional condition by the Fire Marshall “International Fire Code Section 503 requires approved 
fire apparatus access roads to be provided within 150 ft. of (each way from apparatus access 
for a total of 300 ft) all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the building as measured 
by and approved route around the exterior of the building.  Current access around the building 
has already been allowed to exceed this dimension due to the building having fire sprinklers.  
Allowing the addition to be built as submitted, without access on the north side of the building 
would hamper firefighting capability and not comply with the fire code.” Ms. Clifford advised the 
Commission that this was addressed at the pre-development meeting.  The recommendation of 
shifting the building to the south will comply with the minimum side setback requirement and will 
help the fire access on the north side.  
 
PROPONENT:  Mike Miller, President of Baicor, explained the existing building was built in 
2003 and they are proud of their facility.  Keeping up with customer’s needs is the reason for 
this expansion.  It is important to have this expansion flow directly into the manufacturing area.  
Putting the addition directly behind the existing facility will help with the traffic flow.  The plan is 
to place raw materials on the north side of the expansion, once the materials are produced, they 
will be packaged and returned to the south side of the new addition for warehouse storage and 
shipment.  There will be a new separation wall east/west to separate the raw materials and the 
finished product.  This area will only be accessed by key personnel.  If the building is shifted to 
the south as proposed, it will create a burden on the traffic pattern.  Allowance to keep the 
current setback would permit smoother transition of workflow and better utilization of the space.  
Three more loading docks allow for more shipment and will reduce warehouse storage needs.  
Mr. Miller believes that the addition would be more aesthetically pleasing if it were designed to 
match the current building.  He explained that landscaping near the building is unfavorable 
because of the light conditions on the north side of the building and snow loads in the winter.  
There are valid concerns with some of the recommended conditions of approval, which would 
make it hard to move forward.  He requested the Commission consider grandfathering this 
addition to allow for the same conditions as the existing building.  
 
PUBLIC: None 
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COMMISSION:  Commissioner Lee asked if the recommendation for additional architectural 
elements would also be required for the existing building.  Ms. Clifford advised this condition 
would only apply to the proposed addition, as the existing building had already been approved 
as is.  She explained that there is a suggestion to provide additional landscaping in front of the 
existing portion.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked for clarification that the recommendation is for this addition, from 
the north property line, would slide over 20 ft.  Ms. Clifford said this is correct. It is currently 
proposed at an 8 ft. side setback, which does not meet minimum applicable setbacks, so it 
would shift an additional 12 ft. to the south to total 20 ft. 
 
Chairman Kerr asked if the addition would match the exterior of the existing building, which is 
concrete.  Ms. Clifford advised that the proposed addition would be prefabricated metal. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if the Commission could require the applicant to have taller trees.   
Chairman Kerr clarified that it could not be required on the existing portion. Ms. Clifford 
suggested asking that landscaping be dispersed so that it equally lines the north property line. 
Chairman Kerr remarked that this would certainly mitigate the impact but it could not be a 
requirement on the existing portion.  Ms. Clifford agreed. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked about the raw materials.  Mr. Miller explained that the company 
manufactures liquid organic based fertilizers from dry materials which are liquefied, blended and 
bottled.  
 
Mr. Miller confirmed for Chairman Kerr that storage will all be located indoor.  
 
Commissioner Hall asked if there will be a road on the north side of the building in the future. 
Mr. Young explained the north side the building lines up with 1900 North and the master plan is 
trying to preserve the even streets for the grid system and the odd streets for internal flow.  This 
particular road cannot go to the east but could potentially go the west; however, there is no 
need currently for the road to be a requirement.  The road would have to be on the adjacent 
owner’s property (to the north); therefore a right-of-way dedication cannot be imposed relative to 
this project. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked Mr. Miller if the primary objection was the recommendation of shifting 
the expansion 12 ft.  Mr. Miller said that was one of several concerns. Don Knighton, the project 
architect, explained that rather than shifting the building, the Fire Marshall said that a yard 
hydrant could be placed halfway between the front and the back of the building.  This would 
serve two purposes because the Engineering Department has requested a backflow preventer 
be put on the fire line because it is a dead-end line.  Mr. Knighton explained that they are 
looking into putting in the hydrant, extending the line back into the system, which would keep 
the water line active to prevent any stagnant water.  It would increase the cost of line but would 
eliminate the need for the backflow preventer.  He also advised that the City’s design code (in 
the Industrial Park section) states “blank lengths of wall exceeding 40 linear ft. are prohibited on 
any exposed building façade.  Acceptable breaks include transparent or light tinted windows”.  
Mr. Knighton said that he does not understand why the requirement for additional landscaping 
has been requested when the vertical breakup has been achieved with the windows.  He also 
cited LDC 17.18.060 “The architectural design of the new building and major exterior additions 
shall relate to the neighboring buildings.  While specific designs need not be the general size, 
materials and colors shall complementary design relationship to the other buildings in the 
vicinity.”  Mr. Knighton explained that they are matching other buildings in the area like 
DucWorks, adjacent property to the south, which has the same building but no vertical stripes.  
Lundahl’s, just to the north, is a tilt-up concrete painted blue, therefore, the proposal being 
submitted is a good combination of what others in the area have done. 
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Chairman Kerr asked if there was a reason why they chose not to match the existing building.   
Mr. Knighton said because of the energy code, tilt-up concrete requires framing of another wall 
inside to meet the code.  The pre-manufactured metal building comes with a rated wall.  
 
Commissioner Adams asked Mr. Miller if he would be opposed to putting in some taller trees on 
the south property line to help with screening along 600 West.  Mr. Miller said there are currently 
some trees on the south line.  Mr. Knighton also pointed out that on the north side of the 
building there has been some climbing ivy added that could also be added to the south side.  He 
said there are very few plants that can be planted adjacent to the building which will survive 
through the winter with snow dropping off the roof.  Mr. Knighton said there would be a concern 
with limiting the asphalt that is needed to utilize the loading docks.  He also noted there is an 
issue with the ditch on that runs along the entire south side of the property which doesn’t carry 
water but is wet and ties back into the detention area. The trees on the south are dying due to 
being over watered.  
 
Chairman Kerr remarked that as Mr. Knighton was discussing the design requirements, he did 
not address the landscaping requirements.  Chairman Kerr said that as he understood the 
report, Staff has offered the required landscaping requirement as a possible way to help meet 
the design requirements.  Ms. Clifford explained that it was an option suggested to help with the 
vertical breakup of the façade.  Chairman Kerr clarified that it does negate the requirement to 
submit a performance landscape plan (which presumably there would be species that could be 
planted along the south side that would not suffer from excessive moisture).   Ms. Clifford 
agreed.  
 
Commissioner Davis remarked that there seemed to be some unresolved issues with the fire 
department which could possibly be worked out and the plan could be brought before the 
Commission again in a more refined format.  Chairman Kerr agreed that this could be an option 
as well as empowering the Staff to resolve these issues within the approved guidelines. 
 
Chairman Kerr noted that he is battling with some conflicting issues; expanding a 
nonconformity, which is prohibited in the Code against the notion that the Commission has the 
right to modify side yards.     
 
Mr. Housley agreed that it is clear that there is a conflict in the Code.  The design section 
addresses compatibility and making it consistent with surrounding buildings, while another 
section notes that a nonconformity cannot be expanded.  Sometimes it comes down to a 
practical solution – the Commission can realize there is a conflict between provisions and 
choose one.  In the future the Code should be modified giving the Commission some flexibility 
with expanding nonconformities.   
 
Chairman Kerr suggested possible acceptance of the plan as suggested with approval from the 
Fire Department yard hydrants along the north side would be adequate so that they would not 
need a fire lane, or that condition would have to be changed if it could not be reasonably met.   
 
Commissioner Adams clarified that a landscape plan would still need to be required.  Mr. 
Housley noted that generally we cannot require an applicant to do things on an already existing 
part of a project, however, if the Commission made a finding that in order to mitigate the impacts 
of the addition they needed to put additional screening on the whole building, that would be 
supportable.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve PC 
11-032 for a Design Review Permit the amended conditions below.  Commissioner Hall 
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. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review Permit and 
are available in the Community Development Department. 

2. The new addition shall meet the minimum building setbacks of the Land Development 
Code (LDC). The addition shall be shifted to the south to meet the minimum 20-foot side 
setback.  

3. Additional architectural elements shall be added to the north, south and west facades, in 
conformance to the LDC §17.18.060. 

4. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with LDC §17.39, shall be 
submitted for approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance 
of a building permit. The plan shall include additional vertical landscaping along the 
perimeter of the addition and/or along the perimeter of the existing building (as approved 
by the Planning Commission). Varieties and sizes of all plant material shall be specified 
on the plan.  

5. Eight (8) additional parking stalls shall be provided on-site. A total of 25 on-site parking 
stalls shall be indicated on a revised site plan prior to the issuance of a building permit.  

6. All exterior lighting shall be designed and installed as per LDC §17.36.210 so that 
luminaries are shielded and downcast to minimize light trespass, glare and sky-glow.   

7. No signs are approved with this Design Review Permit. All signs must be approved 
through the Sign Permit process. 

8. 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. Fire 
1.   International Fire Code Section 503 requires approved fire apparatus access roads to 

be provided within 150 feet of (each way from apparatus access for a total of 300 ft) 
all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the building as measured by and 
approved route around the exterior of the building. 

2. Current access around the building has already been allowed to exceed this 
dimension due to the building having fire sprinklers.  Allowing the addition to be built 
as submitted, without access on the north side of the building would hamper 
firefighting capability and not comply with the fire code.  

b. Engineering  
 1. Update storm water detention/retention to meet current design standards by the City. 
 2. Need to address spill containment and releases to storm drainage system. 
 3. Provide a double check valve in fire line servicing site at east property line. 
    4. Provide model of existing fire line to ensure size is adequate to handle required fire 

flows (City to provide available flows and pressures at City main once we receive the 
required flows for the development). 

5. Per ASACE regulations, storm water cannot be discharged into a wetland area 
without first being treated to remove contaminants. This needs to be addressed in 
your storm water drainage plan if there are wetlands on property where storm water is 
being discharged prior to reaching the irrigation/drainage system. 

6. City would like to review its drainage master plan and possibly discuss a potential 
irrigation/drainage easement along north property line.  
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL FOR THE DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT 
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 use is compatible with surrounding land uses of the IP zone and will not 
interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjoining or area properties because the project 
is an extension of an existing manufacturing use and the amount of open space and 
landscaped area provided. 

3. The Design Review Permit conforms to the requirements of Title 17 of the Logan 
Municipal Code. 

4. 600 West, which provides access and other infrastructure to the subject property, has 
adequate capacity or a suitable level of service for the proposed use.  

5. As conditioned, the proposed building designs and land uses are compatible with 
surrounding neighborhood character. 

6. The proposed uses, as conditioned, provide adequate off-street parking in conformance 
with this Title. 

7. The project provides landscaping and open space in conformance with the General Plan 
and Title 17. 

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

 
Other Business: 
Mr. Goins explained that there is a draft document that will be coming forward for approval and 
recommendation to the Municipal Council.  It is a specific plan for the downtown area that is 
more particular than the General Plan and will create a vision plan with strategies and goals for 
future development.  The plan can be accessed from the Logan City website.  Mr. Goins asked 
for the Commission to review this plan which will be a workshop item for October 13, 2011 and 
as an action item for October 27, 2011. 
 
Workshop Item(s) for September 22, 2011:  

PC 11-034   Kim’s 4 Kara Daycare 
PC 11-035   Logan City Community Solar Farm 
PC 11-036   Pardon Office Addition 
PC 11-037   Sign Code Amendments 
PC 11-038   Independence Student Living 

   
Meeting adjourned 7:10 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission 
meeting of September 8, 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 
 
 
 
 
 


