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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting of January 26, 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 26, 2012.  Chairperson Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  Jeannie Simmonds, David Adams, Amanda Davis, John Kerr, 
Konrad Lee 
 
Staff Present:  Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, Mike DeSimone, Paul Taylor, Kymber Housley, Lance 
Houser, Nicole Simpson  
 
Staff suggested moving PC-12-009 to the end of the agenda to allow more time for public comments.  
The Commission agreed, moving PC-12-009 to the end of the meeting. 
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the January 12, 2012 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  It was moved that the minutes be approved, outlining changes to be made as 
recommended by the Commission. The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 12-005 Seagull Book Building Addition.  Design Review.  Joseph Beck/Todd & Dayna Yates, 
authorized agent/owner request a 2,500 SF addition to the east side of the existing building for the 
purpose of storage and better access at 1110 North Main Street in the Commercial (COM) zone; TIN 
#05-015-0004.  
 
STAFF: Ms. Clifford read the staff report as written, recommending approval with the condition to shift 
the proposed addition south 4 feet in order to comply with current setback requirements. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked Ms. Clifford if the existing building portion would remain the same in 
regards to the proposed elevations in the back where the existing building would meet up with the 
addition. 
 
Ms. Clifford advised that the existing building is stucco, and the existing building does not encroach on 
the addition’s area.  They have not proposed any changes to the existing building. 
 
Commissioner Kerr asked if there is a plat map that shows where the side of the building is located in 
relation to the setbacks. 
 
Ms. Clifford showed an aerial view of the property and proposed addition, pointing out that the north 
side of the building would only be 1 foot off the property line. 

http://www.loganutah.org/
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PROPONENT: Joe Beck is the architect for the project, and is representing the project owner.  He 
explained that the finishes on the proposed addition is intended to match the existing stucco colors.  
The stone on the north and west elevation, as well as the new east elevation, will match the remodel 
and façade for Seagull Books’ neighbor, Plato’s Closet.  The continuity of the stone will remain on the 
north property.  They will not continue the stone on the north side, but they will be using a darker 
stucco on the new addition to match the existing stone color.   
 
Commissioner Kerr asked if they will be considering the setback problem on the addition. 
 
Mr. Beck explained that the existing building’s outline will continue back along the property line, which 
does reduce the setback to 1 foot, but it doesn’t go beyond or encroach upon that property line. 
 
Commissioner Kerr noted that the condition of approval from staff is that project meets the 5 foot 
setback requirement. 
 
Mr. Beck remarked that he will have to consider moving the north end of the addition to the south 4 
feet to meet the 5 foot setback requirement.  He also explained that the addition in the back is 
intended to connect with the existing building. 
 
Commissioner Adams questioned how different the part of the addition in front of the dumpster will 
look compared to the existing portion of the building. 
 
Mr. Beck explained that there are a few critical building requirements in the back that are not 
changeable.  The electrical power to the building is supplied directly adjacent to the area of the 
proposed addition.  If they had to move the electrical hookup, it would cost more to move the hookup 
than the project itself.  However, the 6-inch banding will be the same on the new addition as the 
existing building.  It also has the same raised-stucco finish.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked Mr. Beck if the color scheme will continue throughout the building. 
 
Mr. Beck answered that yes, the color scheme will remain the same (off-white). 
 
PUBLIC: None 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved to conditionally approve the design review permit for PC-12-
005.  Commissioner Lee seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Davis  Seconded: Commissioner Lee    Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, J. Kerr, K. Lee  Nay:      Abstain:   

 
 
PC 12-006  1400 North Zone Change.  Request to rezone properties from Mixed Use (MU) to 
Commercial (COM) adjacent to the intersection of 1400 North Main. 
 
STAFF: Mr. Holley read the staff report as written, recommending approval.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked Mr. Holley what the staff hopes to bring into this Commercial zone that is 
not already located in this area. 
 
Mr. Holley explained there isn’t a particular use or structure that they hope to locate to this area.  It is 
large enough to continue to accommodate future commercial growth.  At some point the City may 
consider the Mixed Use zoning in these areas; presently the commercial zone is adequate. 
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Commissioner Kerr pointed out that these areas are currently zoned Mixed Use, and that the required 
residential component has the potential to stifle commercial development in that area. Mr. Holley 
verified that Commissioner Kerr’s statements were true. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked Mr. Holley if changing the zone back to Commercial is more of a short-
term solution instead of a long-term outlook. 
 
Mr. Holley responded yes, this is short term.  There may also be some pockets within that 4-block 
quadrant of Mixed Use zoning that could accommodate the dense growth that the General Plan 
desires. 
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out that the staff has had some experience with recent development in this 
area.  The Mixed Use requirement was very restrictive in what they wanted to build because there is 
the residential component.  He explained that when Noodles & Co. came in to the Pinecrest Shopping 
Center, they were faced with the dilemma of building a restaurant with housing above it.  They weren’t 
ready to convert that property over to a mixed-use building because they didn’t think anyone would 
want to live above a Noodles & Co. and next to a large parking lot.  Their project is also a part of the 
long-term master plan that includes taking out one of the pad sites in the back of the parking lot and 
opening up the site towards Walmart.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the Mixed Use zone is a great 
concept, but not at this specific scale (outlined in the Land Development Code) for this section of 
Logan. 
 
PUBLIC: Gene Washington asked how the goal to accommodate future growth works with enlarging 
the commercial area.  He remarked that the definition of Mixed Use contains commercial and 
residential factors, and increasing commercial access for this area would force out residential spaces. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds advised Mr. Washington that the areas being discussed are currently zoned 
Mixed Use, and what the staff has found is that if people who already have commercial buildings on 
that site want to build anything, they would have to create a residential component to their building. 
 
Mr. Washington inquired about the commercial to residential ratio in the Mixed Use zone. 
 
Mr. Holley explained that it’s not a percentage of commercial to residential, but the detail of a ground 
floor commercial space and an upper floor residential space.   
 
Mr. Washington asked what would happen if people wanted to live on the ground floor. 
 
Mr. Holley advised that as long as the building is not street facing, the residential space could be 
located behind retail areas.  He pointed out that this proposal is not to expand any Commercial zones, 
but to change the 4-block quadrant from Mixed Use zone to Commercial zone. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds told Mr. Washington that the change to Commercial zone would make it so 
new construction in this area would not have to add residential components to any of these locations. 
 
Mr. Washington then asked what would happen to the parking. 
 
Mr. Holley explained that parking is based on a specific land use; a restaurant is calculated differently 
than a motel.   
 
Mr. Washington questioned if this could be put into writing.  He also asked what the staff anticipates 
for population growth. 
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Mr. Holley told Mr. Washington that there has been an increase in population of about 3% annually, 
and that they are projecting the same amount of growth in the future.  Essentially, the city will double 
in size in the next 30 years. 
 
Robert Andersen asked if the zone was changed strictly to Commercial, whether that means there 
could be no further growth residentially in that area. 
 
Mr. Holley advised that changing the zone to Commercial does not restrict residential growth.  It would 
allow residential in Commercial zones, but not make it required for all construction. 
 
Mr. Andersen suggested that in the future there should be subtle changes created to the Commercial 
zone, so residential growth doesn’t get restricted. 
 
Mr. Holley explained that the intention is to encourage the creation of residential properties in the 
downtown Commercial areas since residents bring vibrancy and walking foot traffic.  He also 
mentioned that they do not want to limit any residential development. 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Adams explained that he supports this zone change for this 4-block 
area. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Adams moved to recommend approval to the Municipal Council for a rezone 
of the properties indicated.  Commissioner Lee seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Adams  Seconded: Commissioner Lee    Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, J. Kerr, K. Lee       Nay:      Abstain:   

 
 
PC 12-007  Height Exception PUB/REC Zones Code Amendment.  Request amendment to LDC 
17.22.070 to include recreation facilities in the Height Exceptions paragraph associated with Public 
(PUB) and Recreation (REC) zones. 
 
STAFF: Ms. Clifford read the staff report as written, recommending approval to the Municipal Council. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked if there is a height limit for these structures using a conditional use 
permit. 
 
Ms. Clifford explained that there is no maximum height limit the way code is proposed.  The Land 
Development Code states you cannot exceed the maximum height in the Public and Recreation 
zones, which is 35 feet.  With a conditional use permit, there is no maximum height specified.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked if the conditional use permit could establish a maximum height. 
 
Ms. Clifford stated that it is possible, but it is hard to determine the cut-off mark of how high is too 
high.  The purpose of the conditional use permit is to evaluate impacts to the surrounding areas 
specific to the proposed project. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds noted that most conditional use permits do have a maximum height. 
 
Kymber Housley, City Attorney, explained that with the conditional use permit, staff would establish a 
maximum height, which would be based on the impacts of the surrounding neighborhood.  He noted 
that a conditional use permit allows a project to go higher than allowed, but you have to take into 
consideration the impact the project may present. 
 



Planning Commission Minutes                                          January 26, 2012                                                                                 Page 5 of 18 

Chairperson Simmonds asked if they could include in the ordinance change a percentage of all 
maximum heights in the zone that could not be exceeded. 
 
Commissioner Lee expressed that the situation seems inconsistent to him that there are height 
restrictions on poles and buildings, but a conditional use permit would allow a lot of discretion.  He 
likes the idea for a maximum/minimum height range. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked for an example of why they want this ordinance modified. 
 
Ms. Clifford explained there are already a couple of facilities that exceed this height, such as the golf 
course nets and water slides at the Aquatic Center.  There has also been a proposal for a zip line in a 
city park. 
 
Commissioner Kerr pointed out there is also a utility-transmitting pole on 200 S that is an example of a 
facility that exceeds the zone’s maximum height. 
 
Ms. Clifford replied that the way the Code is currently written states utility poles and public safety 
facilities may exceed the height limit.   
 
Commissioner Kerr remarked that there is already a pattern of conditional approval for applications 
that exceed the maximum height.   
 
Mr. Housley explained that this is to simply accommodate recreational facilities, such as an 
amusement park ride.  The majority of these would be on publicly owned property, so there will be 
some control in letting the facilities be built on those properties.  There was a request for a zip line 
from a park, but before those proponents could go forward with that project, they needed to make 
sure that zoning allowed for it. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked how high the zip line would be above the ground. 
 
Mr. DeSimone responded that there hasn’t been a design for a specific zip line yet, but staff has heard 
it might be as high as 95 feet above ground. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if this is a private enterprise asking for the zip line. 
 
Mr. DeSimone answered yes, it is a private company.  In order for it to be approved, staff would have 
to look at the height and use a conditional use permit to look at it in a broader view. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds remarked she finds it interesting that they want to monitor the height of 
recreational and public facilities, but we can’t put a height limit on cell towers. 
 
Mr. DeSimone answered that staff does need to take a look at the standards for cell towers. 
 
PROPONENT: None 
 
PUBLIC: None 
 
Commissioner Kerr expressed that he feels the power of a conditional use permit is adequate to 
control these facilities. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr motioned to recommend approval of this text amendment to the City 
Council. 
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Commissioner Adams asked staff if we have the ability to control height with a conditional use permit. 
 
Mr. Housley stated that we do have the ability to set a maximum height on the conditional use 
permits. 
 
Commissioner Adams seconded Commissioner Kerr’s motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr  Seconded: Commissioner Adams    Passed: 3,1] 
 Yea: D. Adams, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:    A. Davis   Abstain:   

 
 
PC 12-008  Pinecrest Shopping Center EMD Monument Sign.  Design Review.  Steven H. 
Stokes/Black Sheep LLC, authorized agent/owner, request an electronic message display (EMD) 
monument sign at 1400 North Main in the Mixed Use (MU) zone; TIN #04-058-0039;0040. 
 
STAFF: Mr. Holley read the staff report as written, recommending conditional approval.  Mr. Holley 
pointed out one of staff’s major concerns: the sign is currently proposed to be only 6 inches away from 
the sidewalk.  Possible vandalism and walking next to the EMD portion of the sign might present 
issues.  The condition for approval is that the sign’s setback increase at least 3 feet from the Main 
Street sidewalk to give greater separation between the electronic portion and pedestrians walking on 
the sidewalk. 
 
COMMISSION: Chairperson Simmonds asked Mr. Holley the overall height of the sign. 
 
Mr. Holley explained that the overall height is 8 feet to the top of the pillar.  The top of the sign portion 
is about 7 feet off the ground.  The proponent has suggested another possible traditional monument-
style sign further up on Main Street. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked for a review on what the proponent is asking, whether he is proposing 
the maximum size sign for the entire development or just for this specific sign. 
 
Mr. Holley responded that this permit is only for the one EMD sign.  This sign will also advertise for 
different tenants in the shopping center.  The code specifies that if you have more than 450 feet of 
frontage, you can have two monument signs; however, only one EMD sign is allowed per project. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked for clarification on whether the commission is only approving this one 
sign. 
 
Mr. Holley explained the standard signage is approved by staff, but EMD signs need a design review. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked Mr. Holley how wide the park strip is next to this area. 
 
Mr. Holley responded 20 feet from the sidewalk to the edge of the curb.  The sign is about 14 feet 
wide and they have 6 feet additional space.  He advised that shifting the other end of the sign too 
close to the parking lot may present problems with bumpers pulling into the parking spaces next to the 
sign and ram into the stucco pillar.  Mr. Holley explained that he split the difference of additional space 
into 3 feet. 
 
Commissioner Lee noted the conditions of approval had qualifications on the allowed animations on 
the signs.  He asked if those conditions come from code. 
 
Mr. Holley answered yes, those are current code regulations in the stated condition. 
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Commissioner Lee recommended putting the code sections behind each of the allowed animations.  
He also pointed out the current pole sign is a nonconforming pole sign, and that changing out this sign 
would introduce a more desirable sign. 
 
PROPONENT: Jeff Stokes explained that 3 feet from the sidewalk presents some concerns because 
of the street trees at that location.  He wants to make sure the sign is visible and not hiding behind the 
trees.  He suggested meeting the staff onsite to discuss the locations.  Mr. Stokes also asked for 
flexibility in the base materials so that it will match well with the other materials at this site.  He 
mentioned that they are willing to work with staff to follow the code, but they do ask for flexibility with 
the design. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked why they need flexibility. 
 
Mr. Stokes explained that they need flexibility in building the base.  The ground needs to grow in 
certain areas in that location. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked if the proponent wants the sign higher off the ground. 
 
Mr. Stokes answered that they wish to have the minimum 12 inches to have flexibility to build around 
the berm. 
 
Mr. Holley advised that 8 feet is the absolute maximum height of a monument sign. 
 
Mr. Stokes noted they wouldn’t have to change anything code-wise.  They want the base to have 
flexibility of an exposed area of 3 inches instead of 12 inches.  He then asked Mr. Holley how signs 
are measured. 
 
Mr. Holley explained that it’s measured from the top-back of curb. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds clarified that the sign cannot be more than 8 feet in height at the curb.  She 
asked the proponent if he could work with staff on the condition for the location 3 feet from the 
sidewalk.   
 
Mr. Stokes expressed concern that 3 feet might go out of the sight range.  He doesn’t see a problem 
with it, but it might impact the visibility.  He asked for flexibility with staff in case it does need to be 
moved slightly. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked what materials will be used on the 12 inches of base. 
 
Mr. Stokes explained that it is stucco that will mimic the previous materials used around the shopping 
center.  He asked the commission if it would be a problem if the material changed to stone.  No 
commission members expressed concern if there was a material change.  Mr. Stokes mentioned all 
the materials that will be used are similar to the materials on the existing buildings in the area.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked Mr. Stokes if he wants the 12 inches of base material buried so that the 
3 base poles do not show. 
 
Mr. Stokes answered that yes, and he wants to make sure it conforms to the landscape.  They don’t 
want any of the support structures visible, just the façade.   
 
Commissioner Adams advised that the top back of curb to the proposed elevation cannot exceed 8 
feet in height.  Increasing the berm will make it higher than the curb, which then reduces the size of 
the sign.   
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Mr. Stokes repeated that they want flexibility for the grading to maximize the exposure of the sign for 
the small business owners in the area.  The proposed sign gives the ability to add more tenants on 
the side in the future.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moves to conditionally approve the design review for the EMD sign at 
Pinecrest, with the added condition that the proponent works with staff to determine an actual location 
of the sign in relation to the sidewalk and the curb.  Commissioner Adams seconded the motion.  
 
[Moved: Commissioner Kerr  Seconded: Commissioner Adams    Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, J. Kerr, K. Lee       Nay:      Abstain:   
 
 

PC 12-010  Glenn’s Electric Addition.  Design Review.  Kent Glenn, authorized agent/owner, 
requests a 2,016 SF addition to the rear of the existing building at 501 North Main in the Commercial 
(COM) zone; TIN #05-078-0026. 
 

STAFF: Mr. Holley read the staff report as written, recommending approval with the conditions set 
forth by staff and the Water, Engineering, and Fire Department.   
 

COMMISSION: Chairperson Simmonds mentioned that it looks like they are building over an existing 
building on the site plan.   
 
Mr. Holley explained that no, there is a small skew in the aerial photos showing where the property 
lines are located. The area Chairperson Simmonds was referring to contains an entry way that is 
tucked around the side of the building. 
 
Commissioner Adams pointed out that the addition will simply be a continuation of the other building.  
He then questioned the parking condition.  He asked if two parking stalls will be eliminated because of 
the 15 foot setback condition. 
 
Mr. Holley mentioned that staff has mainly looked at the areas that will be impacted.  The demolition 
of the shed will create 4 new parking stalls.  Because of the setback requirement of 15 feet, they will 
lose the first 2 stalls, but gain 4 new ones. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if the 15 foot setback could then present more area for landscaping. 
 
Mr. Holley responded that is the intent of the condition. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked for clarification on the pedestrian entrances. 
 
Mr. Holley explained that there is one on the south façade and one on the west façade.  There are 
also overhead doors on both those façades as well.  He explained that the pedestrian doors are next 
to the garage overhead doors. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked if they intend to use the space between the doors and the street as a 
driveway. 
 
Mr. Holley noted that one already exists on the south entrance. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds pointed out that there wouldn’t be any landscaping in that area because of the 
driveway. 
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Mr. Holley explained that there is already a curb cut out onto 500 N.  The permit is proposing 
landscaping around the building; they will cut out a section of pavement and replace with landscaping.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked that the staff and commission talk about the north setback, mentioning 
that they just barely changed a project that was nonconforming and made them move their addition to 
comply with the setback requirements.  Chairperson Simmonds asked if there will be a 5 foot 
deadspace on the north side of the building. 
 
Mr. Holley replied that Chairperson Simmonds’ statements were correct. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds questioned how wide the addition will be on the west side.  She mentioned 
that is looks like it encroaches on another property. 
 
Mr. Holley explained that the code allows in residential settings to continue along the nonconforming 
setback to the side, but it doesn’t mention that ability in the code for commercial areas. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked Mr. Holley if both parcels at this location belong to Glenn’s Electric.   
 
Mr. Holley responded that yes, the property is z-shaped toward the west.  There are 5 different 
buildings/building sections on the property for Glenn’s Electric. 
 
Commissioner Kerr remarked that they had previously had this discussion regarding setbacks in 
commercial areas.   
 
Mr. Holley explained that he cannot see anyone appealing the permit with regards to the setbacks. He 
doesn’t believe that a neighbor would have any problem with this permit. 
 
PROPONENT: Kent Glenn stated he doesn’t believe there is a building on that block that doesn’t 
have a zero foot setback.  He pointed out that the building is 5-8 feet from the north boundary line, 
leaving a 5-foot dead zone.  He explained that they are not building over another building, but building 
up the cinder block area.  The part of the aerial picture that looks like part of an existing building is 
actually a parapet roof that extends 5 feet from the cinder block wall.  They will take the roof off that 
wall and put the new building addition flush against the cinder block wall.  He pointed out that they 
have limited space on the property to work.  They are trying to do what they can to make 
improvements to the property. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if the proponent plans on painting the building. 
 
Mr. Glenn explained that he wanted to use color block with a design strip across the top.  Down the 
road, he wants to make it look a lot better.  The tin’s been there a long time, but they are tied with 
what they’ve got because it is built right along the sidewalk.   
 
PUBLIC: None 
 
Commissioner Adams asked Mr. Holley if the south-facing overhead door could have windows 
installed in the overhead door. 
 
Mr. Holley responded yes, that would satisfy the transparency requirements.  He also thinks there is 
enough room for a small window next to that door, and perhaps in the pedestrian door as well. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if the proponent would be obligated to put another window in there 
somewhere.  Commissioner Adams then pointed out that a glass panel will also work.   
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Commissioner Lee stated that requiring a 5 foot setback in this location doesn’t make sense to him, 
and it would be in violation of section 17.01.02 of the code which requires the Commission to make all 
their decisions in light of public health, safety, and general welfare of the citizens.  He mentioned that 
he does think having a space like this in the back of his property will be a danger to the public health 
and safety of the citizens.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee motions approval, eliminating condition 6.  Commissioner Adams 
seconded the motion.   
 
[Moved: Commissioner Lee  Seconded: Commissioner Adams   Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:      Abstain:   

 
 
PC 12-011  Springs @ Logan River II.  Design Review & Subdivision.  J. Kirt Peterson/Vista 
Development, authorized agent/owner, request a 3-lot subdivision which will consist of 20 duplex 
buildings (40 units) with varied elevations and floor plans at 1150 West 1600 South in the Mixed 
Residential Medium (MRM) zone; TIN #02-082-0015. 
 
STAFF: Ms. Clifford read the staff report, recommending conditional approval. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked if the private lane leading to these duplexes will be wide enough for the 
subdivision. 
 
Ms. Clifford explained that the width of the road does not meet the Standards and Specifications of 
the Public Works Department and is conditioned to be redesigned in order to meet said specifications. 
 
Lance Houser, Assistant City Engineer, explained that when the original phases of the master plan 
were laid out, this private lane of 20 feet of asphalt with curb and gutter on both sides, had no parking 
on either side of the road.  After the master plan process, they re-evaluated the cross sections of the 
road to add parking on the north side and to allow for the private lane to be categorized as “small 
residential.”  The City Engineer [Bill Young] met with the proponents and discussed other options such 
as building a small parking section to the east of the properties.  The problem stands that widening 
the road would require expanding out 8 feet to add the park strip section.  It eliminates the ability to 
build some of the proposed units.  The proponents are working with the Public Works Department for 
the parking situation, while still maintaining their housing units.  Widening the road will eliminate units 
and jeopardize the project. 
 
PROPONENT: Kirt Peterson of Horizon Development informed the Commission that the entire project 
will be using geothermal heating and cooling by means of wells throughout the properties.  There will 
also be community gardens planted in the properties for the tenants to use.  Mr. Peterson addressed 
2 items that the Planning Commission brought up: the road’s master plan and the proposed 
nonconforming setbacks.  The master plan for the private road called for painting both sides of the 
curb red and signing the entire private lane.  He suggested a pullout parking area along the east 
portion of the project properties.  The number of parking stalls would fulfill staff’s parking requirement.  
Mr. Peterson mentioned that he had talked to the Fire department, which feels that it is a safe area for 
parking stalls.  Their second request, the setback issue, addresses moving the southwest Oaks 
building on the private road (purple building in the staff report).  This building is encroaching on the 
side setback (street-frontage to the west).  It only sits 7 feet from the property line, but requires 10 feet 
per setback requirements.  Mr. Peterson proposed moving the Oaks and Logan River building on the 
private road, and shifting the building locations to the east sufficient to meet the 10 foot side setback.  
They will then most likely encroach on the rear setback.  The property behind both these buildings is 
also owned by Horizon Development and is wide, open space.  Mr. Peterson believes that by moving 
these two buildings to the east, they would only encroach on the rear setback by 1 or 2 feet in order to 
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meet the 10 foot street-frontage setback.  The rear setback would not affect the other property since 
they own both parcels. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds asked the proponent if he still owns all the properties or if any of the units 
have been sold already.   
 
Mr. Peterson replied yes, they still own the entire development and it cannot be sold because it is 
similar to an apartment complex as far as ownership. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked how many parking stalls would be created next to the Logan River in the 
east section of the lot. 
 
Mr. Peterson explained that they would create as many as staff thinks necessary.  He suggested 10-
14 stalls, but whatever amount could fit as approved by staff. 
 
Ms. Clifford noted that the development meets their onsite parking requirements.  She also pointed 
out that there is a 10 foot parking setback.  Along 1100 West, a 10 foot buffer setback would be 
required.  However, staff has no concern with the parking in that area. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked the reason that the Engineering department wanted the private lane 
redesigned plus additional parking alongside the road.   
 
Mr. Houser explained that the additional parking was suggested because of the desire for more on-
street parking.  The City is trying to restore some of the re-development areas of the city so grass and 
yards aren’t being destroyed.  With the new cross-sections that were developed in 2010, they are 
trying to encourage more on-street parking.  The parking lot along the east of the development is an 
alternative option for the Planning Commission if they wanted to include it in conditions of the design 
review. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked if there was a calculated amount of area necessary for these parking 
spaces on this private road.   
 
Mr. Houser explained that parking stalls require 15 feet each once spacing is calculated into it.  The 
development has already met the onsite parking requirements.  With the new standards of the Public 
Works department, they are trying to provide the on-street parking for the development.  The Public 
Works department does not have an issue with the additional parking lot. 
 
Mr. Peterson added that they will not be adding a community center to this phase.  They already have 
one built in phase 3, but they have found that 4-5 parking stalls for the center was more than sufficient 
for the other phases.   
 
Commissioner Adams expressed he likes the permit as proposed.  He doesn’t care to see another 
parking lot to the east of the project; he would prefer leaving green space in that area. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked with which condition of approval Mr. Peterson had a problem.  
 
Mr. Peterson explained condition 3 in the conditions of approval (the building located on Lot One 
(identified as “Oaks 3 Bedroom” on the site plan) at the southeast corner of the private lane is a 
“corner lot” and shall meet the 10-foot setback of the LDC from any street frontage) presents the 
setback encroachment problem.  If the Commission approves, he would like to move the buildings to 
the east, as explained earlier.  The other condition that presents a problem is condition 6 (the private 
lane, providing access to Lot One, requires further approval of the Public Works Department and shall 
meet their Standards & Specifications), which he asks for an exception for the private drive. 
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Ms. Clifford clarified that these changes would affect condition 3 regarding the setback encroachment, 
and condition 6 would be eliminated if the Public Works department approves the private lane and the 
Planning Commission is okay with eliminating it.  In condition 3, Mr. Peterson suggested shifting the 
two buildings east 3 feet to meet the corner setback in which he may encroach the rear setback; 
however, the property to the south (rear) of those buildings is simply green space.  Ms. Clifford 
remarked that she feels it is better to encroach on the rear setback than to encroach on the corner 
setback that is adjacent to the road.   
 
Mr. Housley explained that a lot line adjustment could be done, and the property lines and setbacks 
issue could be resolved as a staff level very easily. 
 
PUBLIC: None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Kerr commented that he likes Commissioner Adams’ proposal 
mentioned earlier.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Adams moved to conditionally approve project number PC-12-011 with item 
3 on the conditions of approval allowed to be adjusted by staff, and, if Public Works does not have a 
concern, eliminating item 6.  Commissioner Davis seconded the motion. 
 
[Moved: Commissioner Adams  Seconded: Commissioner Davis    Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, J. Kerr, K. Lee       Nay:      Abstain:   

 
 
PC 12-009  Zoning Map Readoption.  Logan City.  Review and update the current zoning map.  A 
series of hearings will be held with the Planning Commission and Municipal Council. 
 
STAFF: Mr. DeSimone explained that Logan City adopted the General Plan in 2008, the Land 
Development Code in 2011, and the newest zoning maps in 2011.  These maps, combined with the 
General Plan, are the framework for how the city is going to grow in the next 30 years.  The 
anticipated growth is aimed toward going inward and upward since the population is projected to 
double in the next 30 years.  There were some questions regarding whether the City met the legal 
notification requirements for the zoning map readoption last February; it has been determined that the 
City did meet those requirements.  What the City didn’t do very well was to engage the public.  The 
Community Development Department posted the changes in newspapers, on the City website, on the 
State website, but the department feels they did not do a sufficient job in notifying property owners 
about the zoning changes.  In November, Community Development staff re-evaluated the maps to get 
re-adopted in 2012.  Not everything will remain adopted from 2011, but the staff feels they need to 
move forward with the public’s needs.  Staff sent out notices to all property owners in Logan by 
sending out over 10,000 mailings.  Utility Billing also sent out notices with utility bills.  Notices were 
sent out with children in elementary schools.  Notices were also posted in the local newspaper, on the 
City website, State website, and on the radio.  Mr. DeSimone expressed that the Community 
Development staff has gone out of their way to make sure everyone is aware of the zoning changes.  
Staff held 6 neighborhood meetings, in which over 300 people attended those meetings.  Over the 
next 4 Planning Commission hearings, the zoning re-adoption will be discussed.  Mr. DeSimone 
explained that part of the staff’s goals is to be good with their time, work through this, and be done by 
March 22 to go to City Council.  He also mentioned that staff wants to make sure that the Commission 
has a list of the zoning changes, and the Commission is comfortable with each neighborhood being 
changed or remaining the same.  He noted that they want to avoid any future surprises and use 
rezone requests to provide context for projects looking to expand in the Mixed Use and Commercial 
zones.  Each Planning Commission hearing will be open for public discussion.  All the neighborhoods 
will be walked through individually, and enough time will be spent discussing the new zoning so the 



Planning Commission Minutes                                          January 26, 2012                                                                                 Page 13 of 18 

Planning Commission is comfortable with all those changes.  There will be ample opportunity for 
public input.  The public will be notified regularly about any proposed changes, asking for feedback to 
the Planning staff.  Any comments received thus far will be presented at the next Planning 
Commission hearing.   
 
Mr. DeSimone stated the general themes they have received from the neighborhood meetings.   

1. Keep residential areas residential by eliminating higher-density housing projects from within 
and adjacent to those residential areas.  Mr. DeSimone explained that staff needs to do a 
better job transitioning from residential to high-density residential.  That discussion may need 
to be addressed through the Land Development Code update. 

2. Don’t densify Logan’s existing residential neighborhoods by creating smaller lots, taller 
buildings, and more apartments.  The public wants to retain the residential character that they 
have now, which is contrary to what the Plan states.   

3. Logan has its fair share of multi-family housing.  In the Bridger neighborhood, there is an 
especially large share of multi-family housing.  The principal of Bridger Elementary said that 
20% of their kids live in single family homes and 80% live in apartments.  Of the 80%, half of 
those kids do not return to the same elementary school the next year.  Mr. DeSimone 
explained that staff wants to create more stability in the schools.   

4. The public believes there are a few issues with the Land Development Code: it is too complex, 
it doesn’t make sense, it’s too big, it’s too long, and it takes away their property rights.  Staff 
wants to review the text in the Land Development Code to make it easier to use.   

5. The public thinks there are too many zoning categories.   
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that the maps that will be addressed show each area affected the show the 
old zoning (pre-2011), the current zoning (2011), the future land-use plan, and a change map that 
shows the bulk of zones that have been changed.  Mr. DeSimone noted that one of the major issues 
was trying to control the creep of commercial areas into residential areas.  The problem is knowing 
where the line stands to transition from commercial to residential and that wide streets don’t 
necessarily provide a good buffer into residential areas.   
 
Commissioner Lee recalled that earlier the Commission had recommended to City Council changing 
the northern part of the Mixed Use zone to Commercial.    
 
Commissioner Adams asked if there was one common theme that came up in every neighborhood 
meeting. 
 
Mr. DeSimone replied the overwhelming theme was to make sure residential neighborhoods stay 
residential.  Logan’s citizens like what they have now and don’t want the encroachment of high-
density housing into residential areas.   
 
Chairperson Simmonds opened the hearing to public comment, asking the public to limit their 
comments to 3 minutes each.  She also asked that each person state whether they have a general 
comment on specific zoning, or on zoning in all of Logan City, or a specific comment is on a specific 
area. 
 
PUBLIC: Marilyn Griffin applauded the Planning staff for holding the neighborhood meetings.  Ms. 
Griffin went to each of the meetings and thought it was wonderful to watch the presentations.  The 
reception from the residents was excellent.  Ms. Griffin mentioned that she is from the Adam’s 
neighborhood and she was thrilled at the turnout.  She felt there were a lot of positive comments given 
at the meeting.  Stability in the neighborhoods was the number one concern.  She stated that all 
school principals and residents wanted to encourage the families to stay in the neighborhood.  As 
decisions are made, she hopes that those items are taken into account.  Ms. Griffin mentioned that 
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the Adam’s Specific Neighborhood Plan is paramount to the citizens of that neighborhood.  She also 
believes that there will be good changes in the future.   
 
Bob Balling discussed the specific area of Commercial zoning between 200 S and 400 S on 100 W.  
This area has mostly been developed on the street frontage along 100 W.  He doesn’t think there is 
anything that could be built as a commercial piece of property right along the road.  He owns the 
interior of 300 S going to 400 S that is adjacent to Dattage Wrecking Company.  To build on that 
property, Mr. Balling feels that building something commercial would require a 25-30 foot lane into the 
interior of that block.  He doesn’t believe it makes sense to have mixed development on the interior of 
the property because the offices would never be used.  Mr. Balling would like this Commercial zone 
changed back to MRH so that offices wouldn’t have to be built into the center of the block.  He would 
rather see a small development of residential units.  He explained that the area of Commercial zoning 
was extended from Main Street to 100 W, which cuts down the center of the block.  He mentioned that 
whole area is developed already with homes, and he can’t see why the City would need commercial 
over to 100 W on that block.  He wants to be able to go into the interior of that block and use that area 
for development.  With the Commercial zone, he would be required to do a mixed-use building with 
offices and apartments.  He doesn’t think anyone would ever use offices located 200 feet off the road 
in the interior of a block. 
 
Mr. DeSimone mentioned that the majority of people at this neighborhood meeting would like the 
zoning changed back to the old zoning pattern. 
 
Commissioner Kerr pointed out to Mr. Balling that he can still build apartments on that property, even 
though it is zoned Commercial. 
 
Mr. Balling explained that in order to build in that zone, the lower level would have to be offices with 
the upper level residential.  He feels that creating a lane into the interior of the block would be 
unreasonable to reach offices 200 feet into the interior of the block. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked staff why this area was changed to Commercial zoning. 
 
Ms. Clifford remarked that they were trying to extend the zone boundary to the center line of the 
street.  The General Plan also indicates future growth in this area. 
 
Carlos Castro lives by Logan Regional Hospital.  He asked if there is a map that shows which tenants 
will be affected in that area by the zone changes.  If there is more commercial progress projected for 
Logan, including more commercial buildings, he would like to see a map that shows which houses will 
be affected, in addition to which houses will be demolished. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds explained that no one knows which buildings will be destroyed until a project 
comes to the Planning Commission.  She told Mr. Castro that if there is a project that comes forward 
that will affect any houses, there is a notification circle that will notify property owners close to the 
area. 
 
Lavora Peery asked for clarification of the zone change where she lives.  She lives at 1364 W 600 N 
by the sewer ponds.  The zoning map shows that area being zoned as Gateway, and she would like 
to know if there could be future housing in that area.  She would also like to know what the term 
“Gateway” means for that area. 
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that they zoned that area as Gateway, as well as the entrance on Highway 
89 coming into town.  It is a campus-style development area.  The buildings are set lower and wider in 
those areas, and they are also back further from the road allowing more landscaping in the front.  This 
change is to create a nice/pleasant looking entrance into the community. 
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Ms. Peery asked if housing is included in that zone.  At one time, the owners of the property located 
behind them were thinking about building houses behind the jail.  She is concerned about building so 
close to the jail.  She can hear the language coming from the jail inmates and she feels this is a bad 
area for small families.   
 
Mr. DeSimone explained the areas around the jail are zoned Commercial and Commercial Services.  
Therefore, he does not anticipate this turning into residential areas.   
 
Ms. Clifford specified that some of the Peery’s property is zoned Commercial Service, and the west 
part of their property is zoned Gateway. 
 
Andrea Grooms lives at 774 W 470 N in the Reeder Development Mobile Home Park.  It has been 
rezoned a commercial area.  She asked why their area changed from the Mobile Home zone to 
Commercial.  She also asked for clarification if their mobile home park is still a mobile home park.  
She is worried she will have to move out of the park now that it is zoned Commercial. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds explained that even though that area was rezoned to Commercial, it won’t 
affect Ms. Grooms’ house.  If someone chose to build a commercial structure in that area, they would 
now be allowed because of the new zoning.   
 
Ms. Grooms asked if she needs to tell the next buyer of the land to let them know. 
 
Chairperson Simmonds replied that you cannot tell someone to move their house. 
 
Mr. DeSimone stated that although you live in a mobile home park, tenants do not own the land; 
tenants rent the land and own the home.  The land owner of the mobile home park has the right to 
give due notice if he decides to close the property.   
 
Ms. Grooms asked who wanted to zone this area Commercial rather than keep it Mobile Home. 
 
Mr. DeSimone explained to Ms. Grooms that a decision was made to turn that area into Commercial 
because of an outstanding issue in allowing more mobile homes into that park. 
 
Ms. Grooms expressed how she feels with comments that have been made toward that mobile home 
park from city officials.  She feels she is not welcome and she wants to know what the future holds for 
their home. 
 
Mr. Housley explained that the land owner will have to choose whether he sells the property or not.  
The only one that can force you out of your home is the government, and Mr. Housley assured Ms. 
Grooms that the City has no plans to condemn any property in that area; therefore, the City will not 
force them out of the mobile home park.  The owner making a business decision on the property 
would be the only force requiring her to move. 
 
Commissioner Davis asked if there are any commercial structures around that mobile home park. 
 
Ms. Grooms answered yes, there are a few commercial buildings in the area, including the Transit 
and a storage facility. 
 
Bart Cardon lives in the Eastside neighborhood.  He thanked the staff and Commission for being 
cooperative with the citizens’ concerns.  He mentioned that a large group from that neighborhood will 
be coming to the next Planning Commission hearing.  He noted that his neighborhood will be 
requesting zone changes to 2 properties: Ms. Hancey and Mr. Johnson’s properties.  They will also 
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talk about the lack of enforcement on current standards in certain neighborhoods, including the use of 
homes by large numbers of students, parking problems, and building permits. 
 
Commissioner Adams asked where Ms. Hancey is asking for a zone change.   
 
Mr. Cardon explained to Commissioner Adams that it will be on the agenda for the Planning 
Commission hearing on February 9. 
 
Mr. DeSimone remarked that staff has asked Mr. Cardon to also discuss the second property and look 
at both properties at that hearing.   
 
Commissioner Kerr suggested to Mr. Cardon to minimize the discussion about enforcement because 
the Commission does not have any authority when it comes to enforcement. 
 
Mr. Housley also explained to Mr. Cardon that he needs to complain to City Council with regards to 
enforcement.   
 
Fawn Groves lives in the Adam’s area.  She asked for clarification on the purpose of renaming all of 
residential zones to have specific names. 
 
Mr. DeSimone told Ms. Groves that the City went with a nomenclature that tried to capture the inner-
core neighborhoods and the outer-core neighborhoods, eastside and westside.  They wanted to 
coordinate the uniqueness of each area.  He explained that each zone/neighborhood has a different 
“flavor” that they wanted to address.   
 
Ms. Groves asked if those zones are a name-only change, and no new avenues are being taken for 
those zones.   
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that all the uses are the same as the previous zoning.   
 
Mr. Housley mentioned that in the future, these new zone names will allow fine-tuning to each zone. 
Specific plans may address changes to each of those zones, but presently there are no changes.   
 
Ms. Groves questioned whether there are any proposed future changes for the new residential zones. 
 
Mr. DeSimone explained that the zones most likely not go beyond a residential image. 
 
Tony Nielson was concerned with property located at 1300 N 1000 W, just north of Gossner Foods.  It 
is now zoned Mixed Use, and he wants it to go back to Commercial Service.  He mentioned that he 
does not have a problem with the mixed use ideas.  His property consists of the two buildings toward 
the bottom of the property line that extend toward the west.  His intent is to let those two tenants 
expand.  The Commercial Service or Industrial zones would meet those requirements for what he 
intends to have his tenants do in the future.  Mr. Nielson commended the Planning Commission and 
staff for their hard work.  He noted one problem he has had with Mixed Use zoning: the thought of 
apartments on those buildings in that area does not seem desirable. 
 
Mr. DeSimone advised the Commission that staff has a number of suggestions for rezoning over the 
next two meetings.  This is one of the areas that staff will recommend rezoning back to Industrial and 
Commercial Services.  The industrial and commercial base supports the bulk of the city.   
 
Commissioner Lee noted that the Mixed Use zone seems to be causing the biggest heartache.   
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Mr. DeSimone explained that it is a really great concept, but it needs to be scaled to Logan size.  It 
will take one small project to make it work, which will most likely have to happen somewhere 
downtown.  The theory is good, but the applicability is a little flawed. 
 
Ted Ricks owns property on 3200 S along Highway 89.  His property has been rezoned from 
Commercial to Resource.  He asked staff why the zone has changed.   
 
Mr. Holley explained that property was annexed as Ag land, and its current zoning is Resource 
Conservation which is very similar to Ag. 
 
Ted Ricks pointed out that his business, Ted’s Service, has been there since 1966, and he therefore 
doesn’t understand the new zoning.   
 
Mr. DeSimone advised that the Resource Conservation zone is a holding zone that no one’s quite 
sure what will develop in that zone.  Mr. DeSimone suggested if Ted’s Service is a commercial area, 
perhaps it should go back to the Commercial zoning. 
 
Mr. Holley added that staff has been waiting to see how the South Corridor Plan unfolds to determine 
future land use there. 
 
Mr. Housley noted that he was part of the annexation of that property.  It was intended to be kept in a 
holding zone until the specific plan could be completed. 
 
Larry Seeley lives in the Adam’s Neighborhood and wanted to address the Campus Residential zone.  
He looked over enrollment number at Utah State University.  Over the last 2 years, there were 1453 
more students at the university, either on campus or near campus.  While looking at the numbers, he 
realized that to accommodate that many students, the 3 unrelated adults per household would require 
an additional 500 homes.  Mr. Seeley feels it would be best to keep the current zoning the way it is in 
that area.  Adam’s neighborhood talked about a buffer from going higher density into the single family 
homes.  He hopes to have a transition between heights of those developments.  He realized that you 
must maintain height in order to accommodate parking structures.  He mentioned that students don’t 
care to get involved in the neighborhood preservation.   
 
Workshop Items for February 9, 2012: 
 
PC 12-012  Gravel Pit Rezone.  Zone Change.  Bartell Cardon and Jack Peterson, authorized 
agents, request a rezone at the intersection of 1200 E and 1400 N of approximately 30 acres south of 
1400/1500 N from Mixed Residential High (MRH) to Neighborhood Residential Eastside (NRE), and 
north of 1400/1500 N from Mixed Use (MU) to Commercial (COM); TIN: 05-011-0006. 
 
PC 12-009  Zoning Map Readoption.  Logan City.  Review and update the current zoning map.  A 
series of hearings will be held with the Planning Commission and Municipal Council. 
 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:12 p.m. 
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