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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting of January 12, 2012 

 

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, January 12, 2012.  Chairperson Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  Jeannie Simmonds, John Kerr, Amanda Davis, Heather Hall, 
Allison Hale 
 
Staff Present:  Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, Mike DeSimone, Paul Taylor, Kymber Housley, Bill 
Young, Nicole Simpson  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the December 8, 2011 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  It was moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. The motion was unanimously 
approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 11-038 Independence Student Living.  (continued from October 13 meeting) Design Review & 
Conditional Use Permit. John Brandley/Gary 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 2.72 acres in size. A total of 108 
condominium dwelling units are proposed. The building footprint is approximately 55,000 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 Land Development Code (LDC) §17.13.040 requires 
a Conditional Use Permit in the Campus Residential (CR) 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 12,000 SF (25% of the first floor area) 
at 600 East 1000 North in the Campus Residential (CR) zone;  
TIN #05-028-0006,0007,0008,0009,0010,0011.  
  
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff Report as written, outlining the changes from the original 
proposal, including specific conditions, recommending approval.  
 
COMMISSION: Chairperson Simmonds asked Ms. Clifford how much of the building was changed 
from east to west in terms of height.   
 
Ms. Clifford responded that the west façade on the south end is 60 feet from proposed grade, 55 feet 
on the north end of the west façade, and the east façade is about 54 feet from post grade.   
 

http://www.loganutah.org/
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Commissioner Davis questioned the staff-proposed condition of a greenscreen on the north side of 
the structure.  Ms. Clifford corrected that it was specified of either a greenscreen or additional 
landscaping.  Commissioner Davis then asked if there has been a previous use of a greenscreen.   
 
Ms. Clifford stated that ―greenscreen‖ is just a name for the product proposed.  She mentioned that 
Logan does have some projects with a greenscreen that have a trellis placed up (such as Home 
Depot and Carl’s Jr.), where they have a wooden trellis with vines going up.   
 
Commissioner Davis voiced concern about the winter months and whether it would simply turn bare.  
 
Ms. Clifford explained that there is a condition about evergreen species on a portion of the building.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked for clarification on the concrete.  Ms. Clifford confirmed that there will be a 
maximum height of 15 feet of concrete on the north side, and a maximum of 8 feet of concrete on the 
west side. 
 
Ms. Clifford repeated the recommended conditions of approval for the Design Review/Conditional Use 
Permit per Chairperson Simmonds’ request. 
 
Commisioner Davis voiced her concern about the 600 E entrance and how it was discussed 
previously to reduce it to a one-way ingress entrance (12 feet wide) into the parking terrace.   
 
Ms. Clifford stated that the entrance will be reduced to 12 feet in width; there is additional landscaping 
required to the remaining 8 feet available.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked if we have any information about the impact of eliminating the parking 
terrace and if the entrance and exit were only allowed to go to additional parking stalls on ground 
level. 
 
Ms. Clifford explained that closing off the terrace would create quite a bit of traffic onto 1000 N where 
there is the sloping grade, which isn’t necessarily the best idea for ingress and egress.  All the egress 
will be coming off of 1000 N.   
 
Bill Young, the City Engineer noted that there will be in and out traffic from the above ground parking 
and it would come out onto 600 east.  The parking going down into the terrace would be ingress only 
and that would require vehicles to come out onto 1000 N to egress the building. 
 
The commission asked Mr. Young to explain the impact if the entrance on 600 E was removed. Mr. 
Young asked the commission how you would access the above-ground parking on the north if the 
entrance on 600 E was removed.  It is a right-hand turn into the terrace; therefore there would be no 
impact to the street. As far as traffic impact and a safety standpoint, it’s a minimal effect. The 
intersection at Douglas is far enough away from the intersection on 1000 N that we would not 
anticipate any conflicts/stacking for traffic.  He mentioned it would function like a four-way intersection 
on that street.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked would it substantially impact the traffic on 1000 N if all of the 
entrance/exit due to the parking garage happened on 1000 N. 
 
Mr. Young replied that it would have an impact, but explained that 1000 N is in the master plan to be 
considered an arterial-type road (5-lane road).  Looking into the future, he would like to limit the 
turning movement conflicts.  It would have a minimal impact mid-block, but long term, it’s similar to the 
10th west project as far as access goes.  It’s the turning movement conflicts on that type of road that 
presents any impact. 
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Ms. Clifford listed off the additional conditions for approval that were discussed in the last meeting of 
the Design Review and Conditional Use Permit. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked about the fire condition that was mentioned earlier.  She asked which 
code requirements would be considered. 
 
Ms. Clifford talked about the fire conditions to high-rise buildings.  Ms. Clifford explains that it pertains 
to elevators, fire sprinklers, fire escapes, fire alarms, ingress, egress, etc.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds inquired about the height transition for this project.   
 
Ms. Clifford explained that there is a height transition ordinance in the Land Development Code that 
requires a gradual transition between existing residential development and proposed taller structures.  
It applies when new projects are within 100 feet of an existing Neighborhood Residential zone 
building.  The new building would have a height limit of either 1) the average height of the existing 
buildings in that radius, or 2) the minimum allowed height in the zone.  Past that minimum allowed 
height, the there is a 1:1 horizontal to vertical step up allowed.  This building is outside of that 100 foot 
radius; however, there is a section in the Land Development Code that states that the Community 
Development Director or the Planning Commission may apply use of this chapter to other areas 
where necessary for height transition. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds proposed that where the condition says 25% of 48 trees and 136 shrubs, she 
suggests change it to mean 25% of the trees and 25% of the shrubs must be evergreens.  Ms. Clifford 
explained that the condition’s meaning does address that for the landscaping. 
 
Commissioner Davis was concerned about the vast amount of concrete surrounding the building and 
in the courtyard.  She feels that everywhere that you walk is cement.  Her understanding is that there 
will be some families and children living here.   She would like some grass for children to play and for 
students to study on. 
 
Ms. Clifford gave the two definitions for ―open space.‖  There is 20% required for open space for 
landscaping.  It is also required for 10% usable outdoor space such as walkways, plaza areas, 
balconies, grass, etc.  They have met the open space requirement for putting in the planter sections.  
The open space requirement is more of an aesthetic green space requirement for landscaping, not 
necessarily open grass to use. 
 
Commissioner Hale asked if it is possible to change that requirement to have more usable green 
space.  She thought the intention was to keep people in the area, such as grass to sit on. 
 
Kymber Housley explained that we can change the code, but we can’t change the code as it applies 
to this project specifically. 
 
Ms. Clifford mentioned that as long as they meet the shrub and tree count, they could replace the 
beds with more usable green space in those areas.   
 
Commissioner Hall voiced that the subject about what qualifies for ―open space‖ is subjective, 
depending on the person’s views on whether open space is usable or not. 
 
Commissioner Davis mentioned she is very concerned about the amount of concrete.  She asked if 
we can add another material there to break up the concrete.  She asked if there is something we 
could put on the concrete to make it more aesthetically pleasing.   
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Ms. Clifford explained that most of the concrete is structural for the parking structure, and that there 
perhaps is a way to put something over the concrete.  She remarked that there are most likely options 
for covering up the concrete. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked about the height of the cement wall in the middle of the structure on the 
south side. 
 
Ms. Clifford informed the commission that the tallest portion they are looking at is set back 
significantly.  The portion right along the sidewalk on the south side of the building looks like it is 15 
feet, but she will check with the architect. 
 
The architect came forward and stated that the height of the concrete is about 12-15 feet.  At the 
maximum it would be 15 feet.  The north side’s height changes with the slope, staying with the 15 feet 
maximum.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds inquired about the height transition for the building.  She wanted to know if it 
goes from one level up to a big level, or if the transition is a little more gradual that that. 
 
Ms. Clifford explained that the gradual transition is up for interpretation.  She showed that you can see 
there is a 25 foot change on the west side of the building.  It is undetermined whether gradual 
transition means measuring from the midpoint, or staggering the height. 
 
Mr. DeSimone clarified that the Land Development Code requires a height transition of a 1:1 ratio, 
applicable within the 100 foot radius. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked Ms. Clifford if they will be going off the average grade calculations, not the 
finished grade.  Ms. Clifford explained that yes, but it gets calculated from the finished grade. 
 
Commissioner Kerr made sure it was the proposed grade at which the height is measured, not the 
average grade for the whole height that is being applied at the site level for the 38 foot measurement.  
Ms. Clifford confirmed that you measure out 6 feet from the building wall to determine the grade. 
 
Commissioner Hall asked about the intersection at 600 E and 1000 N.  She wants to send along 
recommendations to prioritize the handling of the intersection.  She is concerned with the timing of the 
construction and the priority of the intersection. 
 
Kymber Housley explained that yes, we can recommend it. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if we can make a condition on this permit to allow for the prioritization of 
the intersection. Kymber Housley explained that the two homes that are in the process of being 
purchased are concerned with that intersection.  He assured the commissioners that it is a priority.  
He mentioned that 2013 budgets are being processed and proposed, and this intersection will be part 
of the proposed budget for 2013.  He explained that we can recommend that the intersection is 
completed as the building construction is completed, but we cannot require it for this project. 
 
Bill Young stated that the intersection is on the 5-year CIP plan that Public Works is going to take to 
City Council for approval.  He couldn’t say exactly when, but in the near future.  Once it’s approved by 
Council, it would have to be designed.  The design could possibly be done in 1 year and ready for bid 
by July 2013.  We can’t do much with it until after July 1 when the budget comes into effect.  If the 
design and construction are tied to it, we will begin construction the following spring and summer.  
They could squeeze it in July-October of the following year if they push for one construction season. 
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Commissioner Hale inquired about the parking issues for signs in the residential areas and asked if 
they could make it a condition that the City has an obligation to put up the signs.  Ms. Clifford 
explained that the subject of signs would have to be brought before City Council, but the residents of 
the area would prefer to wait and see if it presents a problem before bringing it before Council.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked what the setbacks are currently and what are the minimums and 
maximums.   
 
Ms. Clifford stated that the front setback requirements are 0-10, the side is 5-15, the rear is 10, and 
the canal is 15 feet.  They have proposed the front (south) is 0 feet, the west side is 5 feet, the east 
side is 13 feet, the rear is 10 feet, and the canal is 15.   
 
Commissioner Kerr asked for clarification on the 0 foot setback on the front, which is for the parking 
structure.  He also asked for an idea of the area by the terrace.  Ms. Clifford responded that they have 
an additional 5 feet in front of the terrace from the property line. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked from where the property line is located.  Ms. Clifford stated that 
typically the property line is 1 foot from the sidewalk line. 
 
Commissioner Davis prepared to make a motion reiterating staff’s conditions for approval number 1, 
2, 3, 4, 7, and 10.  She proposed the maximum required setbacks; a reasonable height transition, 
suggesting starting with 38 feet on the west side; the exposed concrete have landscaping plus 
another material to break up the space; a tire shredder on the 600 E ingress entrance to the terrace; 
signs posted in the neighborhoods if the residents want them; 3 parking stalls attached to the title of 
every property; HOA occupancy restrictions.  She also wanted to further discuss the height transition.  
She believes there should be some sort of step up.  She wants to ―divide‖ the building into thirds, 
making the height transition from 38 to 48 to 58 feet.   
 
Ms. Clifford reminded the Commission to take into consideration the depth of the units and that the 
transition Commissioner Davis suggested would take away some of the units by having to drop a 
story on the one side.  Ms. Clifford explained that there is a 60 foot depth from east to west. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked if it could go from 38 feet to 68 feet at that point.  Ms. Clifford 
responded yes, under those conditions and with gradual transition. 
 
Commissioner Hale and Commissioner Davis did not think that going from 38 to 68 feet is a gradual 
transition.  They both discussed wanting another step somewhere in between there. 
 
Commissioner Hale wondered if the transition of 38, 48, 58 is feasible.  She feels that jumping up from 
38 to 68 is drastic and she wants another step in there. 
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that the 1:1 ratio is applicable in the 100 foot radius for the transition.  Once 
you are out of that 100 foot radius, you cannot regulate the height.  It has to be taken into 
consideration whether the height range in the ordinance is consistent. 
 
Ms. Clifford stated that the staff’s interpretation was that the section of the building they are talking 
about is not within the 100 foot radius.   
 
Commissioner Davis expressed that she wants the maximum setbacks on all sides. 
 
Commissioner Kerr stated that reducing the setbacks would reduce the amount of parking stalls and 
the parking structure, and that might not be a desirable effect.  The outside parking stalls would have 
to be taken away from the parking structure.  The most affected area would be where the two houses 
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will be gone.  Ms. Clifford explained that the 5 foot setback is being measured from the west side of 
the parking structure. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds confirmed with Ms. Clifford that there will be landscaping (shrubbery) along 
the front of the building. 
 
Kymber Housley addressed the interpretations of height transition of 17.14.050.  He explained that we 
have requirements of 1:1 transitions applicable to structures in residential zones.  This case does not 
apply to that code because it is outside the 100 foot radius.  The Director of Community Development 
or Planning Commission may apply this rule where applicable, but Mr. Housley believes that is 
relating to other zones, and therefore not applicable to this case.  He reminded the commission that 
they are dealing with what is exactly written in the code and that you have to look at all the 
requirements lying in that chapter, including the 100 foot radius. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked if they could define the transition as smallest to largest within the 
confines of the structure.  Mr. Housley stated that the best interpretation is to take all the requirements 
of the chapter, but the definition is left up to the Planning Commission. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked how to find out if it is architecturally feasible to do the 38, 48, 58 foot 
height transition.  
 
John Brandley, the developer, stated that they are outside the 100 foot radius.  They are following the 
code.  They have transitioned according to the code.  They are fine with the way it is now and they are 
not redesigning it.  He stated that the 38, 48, 58 transition is not feasible because they have changed 
the plans 7 times at great expense.  Right now it is designed to optimize the site, property, and to 
meet the code.  He mentioned that they exceed requirements for parking, transitions, and 
landscaping.  When asked is it architecturally feasible, not if they want to do it, but is it feasible, he 
replied that anything is feasible, but it’s not something we’re willing to do. 
 
Kymber Housley asked Mr. Brandley that if the commission took away the height, but gave them the 
density to make up for it so that they would still have the same amount of units, would that make 
things possible?  Mr. Brandley explained that you would have to go higher and that no changes would 
make things satisfactory. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moves to approve this project with the conditions and finding as 
provided by the staff report.  Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.  Commissioners Davis and 
Hale disapprove of the motion.  Commissioner Hale mentions that she wants the transition condition, 
concrete covering, and tire shredder.  She also stated that the west side needs to drop down to the 38 
feet and then taper up.   
 
Commissioner Kerr does not want to change any of the conditions on the permit or change the 
motion.  He states there is no legal support for the interpretations of conditions that Commissioners 
Davis and Hale want on the motion.  He believes what Kymber read out of the code is black and 
white, and not open to interpretation. 
 
Mr. Housley advised that the safest bet is to take a plain interpretation of the language.  He mentioned 
that ambiguities are hard to defend. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr   Seconded: Commissioner Hall   Failed: 2,3] 
 Yea: H. Hall, J. Kerr     Nay: A. Davis, A. Hale, J. Simmonds 
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Ms. Clifford asked Mr. Housley if the interpretation of said ordinance is to require gradual transition of 
existing residential development.  She asked if they could they use the part of that code to use in the 
―other areas‖ as stated, using the existing homes on 600 E for the 100 foot radius. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moves the conditional approval of PC-11-038 with the conditions set 
forth in the staff report, including additional conditions of a tire shredder, clearly defined 3 stall 
requirement attached to the titles of each unit, divide into thirds for height of the west side (38, 48, 58 
feet).  Commissioner Hale seconds the motion. 
 
Commissioner Hall expressed concern that if Commissioner Davis asks for tiers, then she is asking 
for a complete redesign of the entire project.   
 
Commissioner Kerr spoke that if the other commissioners want to base this project on code and use 
the 1:1 ratio beginning at the existing homes on 600 E.  He mentioned that nothing in the code 
suggests we give anything beyond the west wall.   
 
Ms. Clifford clarified that any additional foot setback past the minimum setback line gives you another 
foot of vertical height.  If they apply the 100 foot radius, they would get approximately 30 feet, 
including another 5 feet from the setbacks.  Within the first 35 feet of the homes, the height would be 
restricted to the average height of the homes.  After the first 35 feet, the 1:1 ratio is applicable.  
Another 65 feet back will give unlimited height transition.   
 
Kymber Housley reminded the commission that the City owns the south home on 600 E, and the City 
is trying to buy the home to the north.  If the City tears down the buildings, they can then seek an 
amendment to the approval.   
 
Commissioner Hale questions whether the houses will be brought down until after the street is done. 
Mr. Housley is unaware when the houses will be taken down. 
 
Bill Young explains that the City can acquire the houses and knock them down, and then not work on 
the road for another year or two.  Just because the City buys the houses and tears them down, it does 
not trigger any construction on that road. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis asks for specification on the maximum height according the setbacks.  
Chairperson Simmonds and Kymber Housley explain to her the vagueness of the code interpretation 
for the height transition.  Commissioner Davis restates her motion to conditionally approved PC-11-
038 with the conditions as set forth in the staff report and with additional conditions: a tire shredder be 
put in on the ingress to the terrace, the height transition be established starting with the average 
height of the two homes within 100 feet on 600 E and then move to the maximum after that, and that 
there are 3 stalls clearly attached to each title of the property for each unit.  Commission Hale 
seconds the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Davis   Seconded: Commissioner Hale   Passed: 3,2] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, J. Simmonds    Nay: J. Kerr, H. Hall 

 
 
PC-12-002 Home Day Care & Preschool Code Amendment City of Logan proposes an amendment 
to sections 17.07, 17.13, 17.17, 17.21, 17.38 of the Land Development Code (LDC) regarding home 
day care / preschool and commercial day care facilities.  The proposed amendments would limit the 
number of clients/student within a home day care to eight (8) in all zones; require a Conditional Use 
Permit for all home day care/preschool in all residential zones; eliminate the use category ―Group Day 
Care/Preschool‖ and reclassify the number of clients/students in a commercial day care from 
seventeen (17) or more persons to nine (9) or more. 
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STAFF: Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written.  Mr. Holley also gave information regarding 
existing day cares currently in the City.  He noted that we currently have 40 day cares.  Over the last 5 
years we have approved 9 day cares for the 9-16 children range.  The State health department 
requires 35 square feet of the home be dedicated for each child in the day care.  Additional caregivers 
are required if: there are more than 12 and there are any children under age 2; if there are more than 
8 children with 3 children under age 2; or if there are more than 6 children with 4 children under age 2.   
Mr. Holley mentioned that the staff finds that by limiting the number of daycare clients in residential 
zones the potential for negative impacts, including increased vehicle traffic, increased pick-up & drop-
off activities, additional parking for employees and higher noise levels, associated with daycare and 
preschools will be reduced.  Mr. Holley said he has received numerous phone calls and petitions.  Mr. 
Holley is recommending approval to the Commission for this amendment.   
 
COMMISSION: Chairperson Simmonds asked what exactly prompted this suggestion for the code 
amendment change. 
 
Mr. Holley answered that a series of events has prompted this change.  The City has had a spike in 
the number of high-density day cares.  There has also been increased public comment in response to 
those applications in City Council meetings. 
 
Commissioner Hall asked if the additional staff members that Mr. Holley mentioned earlier with the 
conditions of children under age 2 were only concerning one additional staff member.  Mr. Holley 
replied that yes, there is only one additional staff member needed in those conditions. 
 
Commissioner Hale asked if Mr. Holley knew of any day cares with that conditional use permit for the 
9-16 children that have had a complaint on the day care for noise, traffic, etc. 
 
Mr. Holley mentioned that he would have to check with Mr. James Geier, Neighboorhood 
Improvement Manager, to check the accurate number of complaints received.  To the best of Mr. 
Holley’s knowledge, he knows they are very minimal. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds pointed out that members of the public have the desire to make comments.  
She asked that all the petition sheets be brought forward, and that anyone wishing to make comment 
limit comments to 3 minutes each. 
 
PUBLIC: Valerie Thomas is a family group provider in the City.  She told the commission that the 
benefit for having a 9-16 day care is not only for personal gain, but also for the children.  When you 
get in a home day care with a limited number of kids, sometimes there aren’t enough kids of the same 
age for the kids to get the social aspect with others of the same age.  Ms. Thomas started out as an 8-
child day care and moved to the 16-limit day care.  She described that there is a huge difference for 
the children in that number difference.  She also noted that without a grandfathering clause, some of 
the children in those high-density day cares will have to find somewhere else to go, perhaps splitting 
up siblings.  She believes traffic would present a bigger problem because they would have to find 
another day care to support all of their children.  Taking the number from 16 down to 8 wouldn’t lower 
the traffic because usually there is more than one child in a day care.  Ms. Thomas said that currently 
each day care that wishes to increase to 16 children has to get a conditional use permit, and that is 
determined on a case-by-case basis.  The community at that point will be able to voice their opinions 
and take a look at each case individually.  She believes unregulated child care would increase.  She 
explained that the State has ―best practice‖ regulations, including training, nutrition, education, and 
without the regulated day cares, there wouldn’t be as much regulation to the day cares. 
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out that this code amendment change would only apply to new day cares.  
Everything that currently exist are grandfathered. 
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Regina Dickinson had a few questions for staff.  She asked what was the spike in the number of high-
density day cares we have received.  Mr. Holley answered that we have had 9 over the last 5 years, 
and 3 over the last 4 months.  Ms. Dickinson also asked how many group day cares we have in Logan 
City.  Mr. Holley responded that we have 40 licensed day cares altogether.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds clarified that some of the day cares and group day cares may have been 
licensed under different definitions in the code.   
 
Ms. Dickinson asked if there has been an increased traffic study done to see the impact of a group 
day care.  She told the commission that right now she has hundreds of cars that go past her house 
every day.  Mr. Holley replied that the typical number one complaint is increased traffic, and that there 
were multiple people at the last Planning Commission meeting that voiced their concern for increased 
traffic with the group day care conditional use permit.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds reminded the public of the letters to the editor that were received back in 
October concerning that conditional use permit. 
 
Ms. Dickinson said that there would only be one extra car for an extra employee.  She pointed out that 
noise levels would not change by limiting the number of children in day cares.  She believes that 
whether you have 5, 20, or 30 children, they make the same noise level.  She suggested that if that 
number of children presents a noise level problem, perhaps they should limit the amount of kids 
families are allowed to have. 
 
Diane Wilkinson is a nationally accredited day care provider, state licensed provider, and she is also a 
nationally accredited observer for child care.  She is licensed for 16 children and has been for 10 
years.  She has provided day care for a total of 30 years.  She is on the Utah State Child Advisory 
Board and on the Utah Department of Health Advisory Board for Child Care.  She told the 
Commission that she walked over to her neighbor’s house and asked just how noisy are her children.  
The neighbor replied that the school down the street is noisier than the day care.  She also talked to 
the school down the street, and the school didn’t know she had a day care.  She mentioned that traffic 
is an issue.  Her first 3 children arrive at 6:30 a.m.  The next child comes at 7:00, and it goes like that 
until about 9:30 one child at a time.   She has been watching and there are never more than 3 cars 
there at a time.  She has multiple employees, but they park on the street so that the parents can park 
closer to the house.  The average parent’s stay is 5 minutes, occasionally 15 minutes.  She said that 
she sees more traffic from Sunshine Terrace (in her back yard) than she does at her group day care.  
According to State licensing, programs with more than 8 children have a higher retention rate.  
Smaller programs tend to be less educated.  Children get a better opportunity with group day care for 
brain development and kindergarten readiness.  Group day cares are more strictly regulated, and 
therefore have providers that are better trained.  She noted that sometimes the meals at the day cares 
are the only nourishing meals those children receive.  She also went to the State and asked how 
many day cares there are in Logan City.  The State said there are 15 licensed group day cares.  
There are 36 providers licensed for 8 children.  Ms. Wilkinson suggested that they do program 
development on a case-by-case basis.  She prompted the question that if you lose those educated 
providers, where the children will go. 
 
Sonya Larsen works at Utah State University with the Child Care Nutrition Program.  She goes into 
providers’ homes at least 3 times a year to check on the State regulated providers.  She said she had 
built a house off of 1000 W and after they got the cul-de-sac moved in, there were a few four plexes 
that went into the cul-de-sac.  She said that a previous traffic study showed that thousands of cars 
could go up and down her street per hour.  She mentioned that even though there are 16 children, 
there are not 16 cars because many of the children are from the same family.  She thinks that Logan 
City needs to promote small businesses.  She mentioned that these providers go through long hours 
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of care, number hours of licensing, teaching quality care.  The different amounts of children allowed 
gives parents choices where to take their children.  She asked that Logan City promote those small 
businesses and give the parents the choice of where to take their children.  She noted that she would 
always choose a group day care over a center.  Ms. Larsen believes that children are our most 
valuable resource and they deserve nutritious meals and excellent quality care. 
 
Bob Rose stated that he has been an accredited child care provider for more than ten years.  He said 
that if you limit the number of children a day care can provide for, and then the day care wants to go 
to 9 children, their only option is to go to a center.  He noted that is gets extremely expensive.  He 
also remarked that you can’t mix age groups together, but if you decide to split families up between 
day cares, it’s harder to mix the ages.  He was very concerned about the cost to build a day care 
center. 
 
Amidee Arellano read a letter from Nancy Bennett who is a recreational therapist at Terrace Grove, 
representing the tenants at Terrace Grove.  The letter wrote that the tenants at Terrace Grove have 
held a weekly meeting with their ―grand-friends.‖  This meeting is one of the residents’ highlights of 
their week and it would be devastating to limit the number of children going to the day care.  The letter 
recommends to not amend the current code. 
 
Kristyn Rose was a director at Grandma’s Place in Hyde Park for 4 years.  She was providing for 12-
14 children at a time.  Ms. Rose wanted to address the issue, believing that it is punitive in nature to 
be in a commercial area for a group day care because it is completely different from a home day care.  
She mentioned that a center is bigger and unless you have a large number of children, you are unable 
to make a profit.  She pointed out a center provider in the crowd that cares for 180 children, yet she 
can barely make ends meet and she charges the most out of any providers she is aware of at the 
time.  She said that parents have the right to choose where to send their children.  Ms. Rose 
addressed a comment that was made in a previous meeting concerning the group day care issue.  
She wanted to clarify that this is not babysitting; it is day care.  The food that is fed at these day cares 
is State regulated, and therefore very nutritious.  A lot of her children look forward to their meals and 
ask ―what are we having for lunch today?‖  Ms. Rose addressed the census count of 52,000 people in 
Logan, with the projected population doubling within the next 3 decades.  She said that to stop the 
child care where it’s at and not let it grow is not letting parents choose where to send their kids.  She 
then brought up the conditional use meeting that was held for Ms. Wilkinson and the concern about 
traffic.  She reminded the Commission about Mr. Housley’s conclusion was that the concern about 
parking and zoning cannot change a law.  She feels that there is little research done to show that 
group day cares cause havoc in the City of Logan.  Ms. Rose followed up on Ms. Dickinson’s 
statement that good neighbors are up at 5:30 in mornings to make sure that their yards and houses 
are in pristine condition because their home is their business.  She also mentioned that she knows the 
Wilkinson family personally and she cannot believe that someone would call and make a complaint 
about them. 
 
Mr. Housley clarified that there is a difference between making a legislative decision and making a 
quasi judicial decision.  If this passes, that’s when substantial evidence comes in where we can back 
it up.  He reminded the Commission that it’s a reasonably debatable standard. 
 
Julie Orme started a preschool 10 years ago that is City-licensed.  She had 30 kids enrolled in her 
preschool.  She pointed out that she has always had a waiting list for her preschool.  Her cost started 
at $75 a month, but now it’s up to $90 a month.  Most commercial preschools cost $150 a month.  
Last year she started to expand, so she now has the preschool open 5 days a week, serving 60 
clients. She noted that she has never had one complaint.  She said that her circle does fill up.  The 
parents are thrilled at how affordable this preschool is.  She stated that she still has the waiting list, 
and parents are still asking to become enrolled.  Ms. Orme explained that they are looking to expand 
in 3 years to meet the needs of the valley.  She believes that the children need preschool, and that 
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preschool needs and day care needs will not lessen in the future.  She wonders if parents will have 
enough money 10 years from now to afford commercial day care.  She also speculated whether 
commercial day care would be as qualitative as home day care.  She talked about fliers that she 
receives that are not licensed by the City.  She advised that if this code is amended, preschools will 
continue to slip underneath the system, unlicensed.  The needs of the children will never lessen.  She 
remarked that you will not lessen the traffic or noise, you will only decrease the quality of day care. 
 
Anne Hill is a concerned parent who does not agree with the proposal of the code amendment.  She 
mentioned that the State already sets strict guidelines on day cares.  She specifically chose a home 
day care because of the quality control.  She feels that she deserves a choice where her child gets an 
education.  She stated that she had heard about the concern with traffic and pollution, but she doesn’t 
think that it will make a difference because either way, the vehicle has to travel somewhere.  She 
believes that by placing this cap on day cares, the City is creating a monopoly market.  She said 
centers will become overcrowded, understaffed, and prices will skyrocket in an already troubled 
economy.  She recommended to any concerned members of the community to come up with a better 
solution using effective communication. 
 
Sara Coombs is another concerned parent.  She said that she has no choice but to take her children 
to family day care.  She mentioned that she is a single mother and that she does not receive child 
support.  She believes that if there is a cap on 8 children in a day care, the rates would go up and she 
wouldn’t be able to pay her bills. 
 
Miriam Harter has a licensed day care for 16 children.  In the morning, she cares for 8 children; when 
the kindergarteners get out of school, they then come to her day care.  She told the Commission that 
if she weren’t licensed for 16 children, they wouldn’t have a place to go after school.  She mentioned 
that if she was licensed for only 8 children, she would be forced to drop the part-time children.  One 
little girl that she cares for is 6 years old and her mother gets help from the state to pay for child care.  
Ms. Harter only receives $26 per month for caring for that child for 7 ½ hours a day, 5 days a week.  
She said that those are the type of children that she would be forced to drop if this code amendment 
passes.  She voiced how much they love their babies that they care for and she’s very concerned 
about sending those babies to the commercial centers.   
 
Jacoba Mendelkow works for Utah State University.  She has 2 children: 13 years and 13 months.  
She did some research 2 years ago on day cares in the area.  She talked about how she wanted her 
friend to take care of her baby since it was the closest thing to family for day care.  She mentioned 
that he is beyond loved and she is thrilled to take him there every day.  She said that she thinks the 
code change is ridiculous and cannot see it being supported. 
 
Jennifer Smith is a family provider.  She told that she had tried to get a business license a few years 
ago, but had an irate neighbor.  The neighbor hired an investigator to do a study on the traffic in the 
area.  The investigator found that their day care may impact the traffic but only to an extent.  She 
mentioned that within 5 years of getting the day care to care for 9-16 children, her home increased 
$30,000 in property value.  Ms. Smith remarked that when they moved to their second home and had 
a group day care, she had a neighbor that knocked on their door and said he couldn’t believe they 
had a day care there because there was no noise level increase.  She talked about how strict the 
Department of Health is on day cares (about 50 pages of regulation that they have to follow).  After 18 
years of having the day care, they have had no complaints to Ms. Smith’s knowledge.  She said they 
give their children quality care.  She also mentioned that having a second person working with her in 
caring for the children is an enormous increase in quality.  She recommended taking each day care 
into consideration on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Jolene Payne is another concerned parent.  She believes that group day care is the best choice for 
her child.  She wondered if we start regulating the number of children in day cares, if we should also 
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regulate schools.  She said there is one teacher to approximately 30 kids.  She asked if there was a 
difference between the teacher and a day care provided.  She then compared the traffic in picking up 
your child from school to the less traffic in picking up children from day care.  Ms. Payne said she is 
disappointed in the people that complain and that the complainants obviously don’t need day care. 
 
Lynn Robison is currently licensed to care for 8 children.  Two years ago they decided to add onto 
their home so that they would have the proper amount of square footage to get a group day care 
license.  Now the home is almost ready to start the family group day care.  She noted that after 
$50,000 worth of construction on their home, she would now be denied the group day care license 
and would not have the grandfathering status since they aren’t quite ready for the license.  She 
mentioned that other people have done this sort of thing, and it always makes for better choices for 
families.   
 
Ellen Millburn stated that one of the major reasons that day cares are concerned with this code 
change is because things change.  She mentioned that she has been taking care of a child since she 
was 2 weeks old.  When that child was 3, her mom decided to have another baby.  Because she is 
maxed out at 8 children, she cannot take in the younger sibling.  The mother wanted to keep the baby 
and older sibling together.  She expressed that parents don’t really park, they only drop off their child.  
She also mentioned that they don’t all come at the same time; they usually come in groups of 2 or 3.  
She asked if we should take into consideration limiting the amount of cars each individual home is 
allowed if you limit the amount of cars that come in and out for a day care.  She noted that she has 
some families in her neighborhood that always have 6 or 7 cars parked at their home at any given 
time.  She said that it can get noisy in their backyard during the summertime, but a lot of people work 
and aren’t at home during the day to hear the kids playing.  Ms. Millburn believes that child care is 
about children – not about the neighbors, noise, or cars.  She noted that group day cares also have to 
count their own children as part of their maximum allowable children.   
 
Mr. DeSimone suggested to the Commission that they take a poll to see how many are actually in 
favor of the amendment.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds said they will take the final 3 comments, then be done. 
 
Colleen Harper has had a group day care for 21 years.  She mentioned the problem with putting the 
cap on day cares is the times when kids are out of school and where the kids are going to go.  She 
voiced that those children will have to stay at home unsupervised.  She believes that all children 
should be supervised.  As far as noise, Ms. Harper thinks there is nothing better than the sound of 
children playing.  She cannot foresee any increase in traffic because there is already a lot of traffic on 
the street she lives on.  She mentioned that she has a lot of single parents that doesn’t get child 
support.  Being licensed for 16 children, Ms. Harper said she can afford to take in those single-parent 
children for the reduced rate for day care.  If she was licensed for only 8 children, she doesn’t think 
she could afford to give those children and their parents that break. 
 
Brady Johns has a family home care group in Hyde Park.  He asked where are all the advocates for 
the change.  As far as traffic is concerned, Ms. Johns said there would only be a maximum of 32 cars 
in one day in a small neighborhood.  He said that if that day care is forced to move to a commercial 
zone, it would be worse traffic.  He mentioned that he started his day care out of necessity, but now 
he would never do anything differently.  He noted the lack of men in many children’s lives.  He 
suggests to the commission members to go to the centers and home cares and see the difference 
between the two.  He said that centers have a large amount of employee turnover, which isn’t good 
for the children.  Mr. Johns stated that the children need a place to grow into the best possible adults 
they can. 
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Kristy Platis works for Ms. Robison, who is currently licensed for 8 children.  They have run into 
problems because of the maximum of 8 children.  When the kindergartens are in school half days, 
they can pick up more children to take their place.  But when they have days off school, parents bring 
siblings and the school kids to the day care.  Ms. Platis mentioned situations where they have to turn 
people away because of that cap.  She also talked about when families expand and that you can’t 
stop a family from expanding.  She mentioned that it’s sad to see children have to leave their day care 
just because their family wants to expand.  Their plan is to add on and increase the number of kids 
they can have.  They want to become licensed for 16 kids so that they have that leeway.  She 
remarked that if they are limited to 8 children, sometimes they have to turn away regular clients.  She 
then pointed out that if they were licensed for 16 children, they could have a couple extra kids under 
special circumstances if they wanted.  Ms. Platis voiced that she is concerned about the lack of 
flexibility with the 8 child limit. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the commission recommend no change to the existing code 
regarding home day care/preschools.  Commissioner Davis seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr  Seconded: Commissioner Davis   Denied: 4,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr         Nay:      Abstain 
 

 
PC 12-001 200 West Mixed Use Rezone.  Request to consider a General Plan Amendment & 
Rezone from Mixed Residential Medium (MRM) to Mixed Use (MU) at 920 North 200 West; TIN#05-
047-0036. 
 
STAFF: Kristen Clifford read the staff report as written.  She clarified that the land uses around the 
area are Mixed Use Residential, Neighborhood Residential Outer Core (Single Family), Recreation, 
and Commercial.  She also mentioned that there are currently no residential uses on the property.  
She described the Mixed Use zone as (according to the Land Development Code) areas with 
concentrations of commercial and office uses—with residential uses integrated. Structures are 
required to be multi-story, with office and residential uses located above street facing commercial 
uses. MUs are compact and designed for people to live, work, and play within a walkable center. 
Existing or future mass transit shall be integrated into MU centers, providing options for transportation. 
The MU zone is intended to be somewhat self-sufficient wherein it provides its own resident 
customers to support commercial businesses. The MU zone can be applied to encourage the 
redevelopment of out-dated, one-story shopping areas.  Ms. Clifford told the Commission that staff 
recommends denial to the Municipal Council for a rezone of this property. 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Kerr stated that he has a business relationship with the proponent, but 
it does not extend to this property so he will continue to take this rezone into consideration.   
 
Commissioner Hall mentioned that she has the same relationship.  She then asked what Ms. Clifford 
meant by a ―high demand for single family homes.‖   
 
Ms. Clifford talked about the neighborhood meeting with the Bridger neighborhood the staff had the 
night before this Commission meeting.  They met with the principal of Bridger school and he said that 
80% of the students there come from apartment housing, which then leads to a lot of transition with 
the children.  They are therefore looking at this neighborhood trying to come up with a means of better 
housing for stable families. 
 
Commissioner Hall explained that she still isn’t sure where those single family homes would go. 
 
Ms. Clifford explained the density issue concerns the goals for that area. 
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Chairperson Simmonds asked for the proponent to speak about the project. 
 
PROPONENT: Blake Parker of Parker Real Estate spoke about the project.  He stated that as the 
current code has been developed over the last few years, this property specifically has been one of 
the examples Jay Nielson (former Community Development Director) for where a Mixed Use zone is 
needed.  This property was originally built as a supper club for the Elks Lodge and for the Eagles 
Lodge across the street.  Both have heavy commercial use, including liquor licenses.  There is a need 
here for Mixed Use zoning because it is a legally existing nonconforming use.  They want the 
structure to be used for what it was originally built as, and make the best use out of it that they can.  
He reminded the Commission that for now, he is only looking for a rezone of the property.  He 
explained the way they would approach this project is to keep the doctor’s office, keep the 3 
racquetball courts, and tear out everything else except for the hot tub.  He believes it would benefit the 
neighborhood because it is an existing commercial use.  Mr. Parker reminded the Commission of the 
discussion with Jay Nielson as a ―poster child‖ for having a Mixed Use zone.  He noted the challenges 
that the code now requires as far as the vertical requirements for mixed use buildings.  He proposes a 
text amendment that would make the vertical requirement optional, especially because it wouldn’t 
work in this type of situation.  Mr. Parker pointed out the commercial zone that is ¼ block east of this 
property and commercial use to the south.  He remarked that the current zone does not allow for this 
kind of development.  One of the ideas Mr. Parker wants to address is the open canal.  He wants to 
bury that pipe, and add a retaining wall for the canal. 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Davis asked if this proposal only includes the residential component 
and keeping the current commercial component, or if they are seeking both. 
 
Mr. Parker explained that they have examples of what might happen to the development, but for right 
now they are simply proposing the zone change.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked if they are aiming toward higher density for the property. 
 
Mr. Parker said that is correct.  He pointed out the parking lot that is never close to being full and they 
hope to make much better use of the space. 
 
Jake Young represented the owner of the property.  He mentioned that the goal of the Mixed Use 
zone is live, work, play.  He feels that they have developed concepts/ideas for the property, such as 
add condos/apartments to the property.  It is situated for just that.  He talked about how close to the 
property the Cache Valley Transit line is located.  He also mentioned that 200 W will someday be a 
major thoroughfare according to Logan’s general plan.  He believes it’s a center node within walking 
distance of a park, 2 blocks from Main street, close to the bus stop, and it would be perfect for being 
zoned Mixed Use.   
 
Tom Peek owns the property.  They bought the property 5 years ago and their goal was to find 
another doctor to occupy the rest of the building, perhaps some kind of medical office.  Unfortunately, 
going through 3 commercial brokerages before finding Blake, they couldn’t see a vision.  He believes 
that this zone change is market-driven; the occupancy rate on the apartments nearby are really high.  
Mr. Peek mentioned his is the same sized property as an earlier agenda item, but not as big of a 
project.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked Ms. Clifford if it is required to have retail under residential in the Mixed 
Use zone, not retail separately from the residential.  Ms. Clifford replied that is correct. 
 
Marilyn Griffin told the Commission that she was at the Bridger meeting last night and that Mr. 
DeSimone, Mr. Holley, and Ms. Clifford were at that meeting and were also going to each school.  Ms. 
Griffin mentioned that she does not have an opinion about the project, but she believes that the timing 
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of the project is off.  She said that the people of the Bridger neighborhood finally feel heard, and she 
feels that this subject should wait until the zoning process is complete. 
 
Commissioner Kerr asked whether this was more of a text amendment case and if it would have to be 
addressed separately. 
 
Mr. DeSimone clarified that this is a proposal for a rezone. 
 
Commissioner Kerr mentioned that the proponent had said a text amendment would be required for 
horizontal mixed use, making the vertical component an option rather than a requirement.   
 
Mr. DeSimone responded that yes, it would require a text amendment and a re-notice. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr motioned that the proposal be denied and suggest the proponent 
prepare a request for a text amendment, changing the requirement for the vertical component.  
Commissioner Davis seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr  Seconded: Commissioner Davis   Denied: 4,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr   Nay:      Abstain:   

 
It was also discussed with the Commission members that they need to come back for a rezone with 
text amendment.  It was suggested to the proponent to work with the planning staff while the rezone 
and map gets changed.  Chairperson Simmonds also asked the proponent if the Mixed Residential 
Medium zone would be compatible with this concept in terms of density for the residential units.  The 
proponent responded that no, it would not be sufficient to make a quality project.   
 
 
PC 12-003  Logan YSA 1st Stake LDS Meetinghouse.   Design Review & Zone Change.  BHD 
Architects/USU, authorized agent/owner, request to build two (2) 8-ward young single adult 
meetinghouses, one in 2012 and the next as population warrants; also a zone change from Public 
(PUB) to Neighborhood Residential Eastside (NRE) at 1351 East 1100 North; TIN 05-011-0012. 
 
STAFF: Ms. Clifford read the staff report as written.  Ms. Clifford specified that this is USU owned 
property, zoned Public.  The eastern half of the property is proposed to change ownership of the 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints.  Ms. Clifford also mentioned the intent of this project is to 
build two 8-ward meetinghouses within two phases.  Phase 1 is specific to this Design Review Permit, 
and although Phase two will require a separate Design Review Permit, both buildings are being 
considered in tonight’s meeting.  The parking has changed from the staff report due to the bulk 
review.  It is now being looked at as 598 parking stalls, which does comply with the code.  Staff is 
recommending approval of the zone change from Public to Neighborhood Residential Eastside. 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Davis asked whether the 2 buildings will be split into two phases. 
 
Ms. Clifford explained that both buildings will require separate Design Review Permits, and that it is 
possible that the second building will expire with this first Design Review and will need to come back 
again. 
 
PROPONENT: Mike Davey added a request to the Commission about the landscaping.  City 
Ordinance requires park strip trees to be 30 feet on center, but it also requires those trees to be in the 
park strip.  Mr. Davey is proposing a 6 foot park strip and a 6 foot sidewalk.  The west half of the 
property is owned by USU, who requested that the church match their streetscape.  Because of their 
guidelines and utility lines in the park strip, he asks that the trees be planted behind the sidewalk.  The 
requirements of the trees would not change. 
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Chairperson Simmonds asked Ms. Clifford if any of the conditions need to be changed to reflect the 
streetscape. 
 
Ms. Clifford replied that number 4a would need to change. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked the proponent if he is proposing a chain link fence.  The proponent 
responded yes. 
 
Ms. Clifford added that there will be slats in it, so it wouldn’t be a solid screen.  She mentioned that 
code does approve that type of fence (chain link).   
 
Mr. Davey noted that they will be approaching all the neighbors to the east of the property and asking 
if they can take down the neighbors’ fences and replace with this new fence.  They would also have 
10 feet of landscaping.  There will be slope going down into the parking lot.   
 
PUBLIC: Del Griffiths asked if the fence will be see-through.   
 
Mr. Davey explained that it will be solid slats made out of vinyl.  The slats they will be using are heavy 
slats that will be 75% opaque and will withstand the heavy winds up there. 
 
Jay Peterson asked how all the fences will be connected. 
 
Mr. Davey replied that it will be worked on an individual basis.   
 
Linda Peterson asked if the fence will go right to the ground so pets won’t crawl underneath.   
 
Mr. Davey responded that yes, it will go all the way to the ground within an inch or two. 
 
The public then asked what would become of the land until phase 2 begins. 
 
Mr. Davey explained that they would let the native grass grow, but they will be maintaining the weeds.  
The streetscape will be done in the meantime.  Phase 1 will start this spring/summer with construction 
completion in fall 2013. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hale moved that this project be approved with the conditions written in the 
staff report, including the bicycle spaces be moved from 11 to 20, taking out item #6, and that the 
trees in the park strip be planted behind the sidewalk, and additional parking stalls of 598.  
Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Hale  Seconded: Commissioner Kerr   Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr         Nay:      Abstain:   

 
 
PC 12-004  SereniCare Code Amendment.  Kent Smith, authorized agent, requests a text 
amendment to the Land Development Code (LDC) 17.17.030 allowing mortuaries in the Industrial 
Park (IP) zone.    
 
STAFF: Mr. Holley read the staff report as written.  He mentioned an earlier application by this same 
proponent.  The reason it was not passed before is because the General Plan indicates that the City 
should ―Avoid placing incompatible land uses next to each other.‖  Staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission recommends approval to the Municipal Council for this text amendment. 
 



Planning Commission Minutes                                          January 12, 2012                                                                                 Page 17 of 20 

PROPONENT: None 
 
COMMISSION: None 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hale moves to recommend approval to the Municipal Council.  
Commissioner Davis seconds the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Hale  Seconded: Commissioner Davis Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr, A. Davis        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
 
Logan Downtown Specific Plan 
 

STAFF: Mr. DeSimone explained that the Downtown Logan Specific Plan has been through a two-
year process; it has gone through the downtown alliance folks, workshops, hearings, etc.  He 
remarked that they want it to get going to get it implemented. 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Hall said she is 100% on board with 90% with the plan.  Things that 
she is not convinced of are the parking studies.  She feels like we are looking inside a bubble, not 
outside.  She mentioned that we are on a major highway and there is a huge part of the plan for 
sidewalks and pedestrian passes, but she doesn’t see those items on strategic action plans. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds noted that the couplet made sense to her about going from 300 S to 700 N.   
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that the designers of this plan want to slow the traffic through downtown.  
Some traffic will be diverted to 1000 W.  The one-way couplets are a possible solution being 
evaluated.  He mentioned that there is money in the City’s budget to study this issue.  He also 
wonders whether people will agree along those one-way proposed roads. 
 
Commissioner Hall questions why putting goals on a list if they aren’t possible. 
 
Mr. DeSimone said that without those items on a goal list, you can’t go out and attempt to conquer.  
He mentions that we don’t want to spend the money studying it if people won’t accept it.  He explained 
that in 40 years, they see one-way couplets.  The mid-block crossings is another part of the problem.  
Risk management doesn’t like them because they are problematic to maintain (lights, signs, etc.).  
The idea is to link up mid-blocks on the west side of Main Street.  Mr. DeSimone explained that this 
created a more pedestrian-type feeling in those blocks. 
 
Commissioner Hall expressed that she doesn’t like the idea numbering the list if the top-priority items 
haven’t been looked in to.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds explained that the people who looked into this thought it was a realistic option 
and that without making it a priority to look at, it will just sit there. 
 
Mr. DeSimone said that these people want to slow down the traffic on Main, reduce the traffic on Main 
and put it on the side streets, and create more of a pedestrian ambiance.   
 
Commissioner Davis expressed mutual concern with Commissioner Hall about putting the Main Street 
issues as a number one priority. 
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that all the Planning Commission is doing is recommending this to the City 
Council.   
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Commissioner Hall believes people are imagining this city as an Utoptian-view type city. 
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out that one-way couplets are used in other cities to reduce traffic on Main 
roads.  Right now it is a challenge having 5 lanes on Main street if you want to walk along the street or 
cross the street.   
 
Commissioner Davis expressed that she likes the walkability idea, but she wonders whether it is 
feasible.  She is also concerned with the median idea down Main Street.   
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that a median is feasible and will work if it’s closed off and if there are 
restricted turn lanes.  It would put the traffic into the next intersection to turn. 
 
Commissioner Davis questions whether pushing the traffic to 1000 W will take away too much traffic 
from Main, taking away business from downtown stores. 
 
Mr. DeSimone reminded the Commission that we are looking toward the future.  He also mentions 
that slowing traffic down will make downtown a nice place. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds expresses concern that there is some language that conflicts with the 
concepts.  Main Street core will have the unique downtown feel, but then there is the ―context 
sensitive design.‖  There needs to be a way to move toward density without creating a huge city like 
Denver, Colorado.  She suggested being very sensitive to the issues. 
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that things are going to change, evolve, and grow.  We have to try to make 
things better.  Density is not the issue; design is the issue.  When projects come in for design review, 
they need to be reviewed in the context of the Historical District and other districts of the City.  He 
doesn’t believe it conflicts as much as the Commission thinks. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds expresses that she agrees with the Downtown Plan.  She suggests that they 
take a closer look at the words, and be sensitive to make sure the zoning reflects what they really 
mean in the plans. 
 
Commissioner Hall remarked that someone might put blame on the Commission for putting some of 
the goals as number one priorities, yet those goals may not be achieved 20 years down the road.  
She wondered whether the Downtown Specific Plan would then hold credibility if those goals have not 
been achieved in the coming years.   
 
Mr. DeSimone assured the Commission because they will still have achieved other goals.  It’s not 
regulation; it’s a policy about what they want to see. He explained that this is an extension of the 
General Plan.  The Land Development Code will also evolve.  Mr. DeSimone advised that portions of 
the plan will get implemented. 
 
Commissioner Kerr suggested that key components are not numbered, but simply bullets.  Access 
from the easy parking to the middle of the block is about 25% of merchants to enhance access.  He 
explained that it is a complicated issue.  If the downtown businesses get the vision, then they need to 
be the driving force for this plan.   
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that this is a strategic investment that enables you to build business, 
succeed, and keep going.  He said it takes both the City and the downtown businesses to make this 
possible.  If you put the interest into the downtown area, you have people there who are willing to 
spend and do business. 
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Commissioner Kerr explained that he likes to change to block center plazas so there is a focal point 
behind each retail store.  Then you wouldn’t block off the streets, except for 100 N and 100 S as part 
of it. 
 
Commissioner Hall expresses her concern about action plan #1.  She thinks that they are great ideas, 
but wishes it were completely possible. 
 
Commissioner Davis points out that there are numbered items in the Plan.  If the studies show that 
the actions aren’t feasible, the numbers will change. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Hale recommends approval to send the Logan Downtown Specific Plan to 
the Municipal Council.  Commissioner Kerr seconds the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Hale  Seconded: Commissioner Kerr   Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr         Nay:      Abstain 

 
 
Elect Chair and Vice Chair 

 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr nominated Chairperson Simmonds to continue as Chairperson.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr  Vote Called   Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr         Nay:      Abstain 

 
MOTION: Commissioner Hall nominated Commissioner Kerr to continue as Vice-Chairman. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Hale  Vote Called Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, J. Kerr         Nay:      Abstain 

 
Workshop Items for January 26: 

 PC 12-005  Seagull Book Building Addition 

 PC 12-006  1400 North Zone Change 

 PC 12-007  Height Exception PUB/REC Zones Code Amendment 

 PC 12-008  Pincecrest Shopping Center EMD Monument Sign 

 PC 12-009  Zoning Map Readoption 

 PC 12-010  Glenn’s Electric Addition 

 PC 12-011  Springs @ Logan River II 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:52 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission meeting  
of January 12, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   2012 Planning Commission Chair 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley       Kristen Clifford 
Senior Planner      Planner II 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________   
Debbie Zilles  
Administrative Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 


