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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Meeting of April 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, April 12, 2012.  Vice-Chairman Kerr called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  John Kerr, David Adams, Amanda Davis, Allison Hale, 
Heather Hall, Konrad Lee  
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:  Jeannie Simmonds 
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Kristen Clifford, Paul Taylor, Kymber Housley,  
Bill Young, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the March 22, 2012 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  Commissioner Davis moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. 
Commissioner Hall seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 12-023  Riverside Apts Rezone  Zone Change.  Darren Child, authorized agent/owner, 
requests a zone change for three (3) properties, totaling 1.25 acres, from University Corridor 
(UC) to Campus Residential (CR) located at 1249, 1251 & 1279 North 800 East;  
TIN 05-016-0019;30;31. 
 
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff report as written, recommending approval. Due to the 
previous Multi-Family Very High (MFV) zoning and the location of the subject properties, Staff 
finds that the proposed zone change to Campus Residential (CR) and its associated density 
and occupancy meet the intent of the General Plan.  The close proximity to the USU campus 
and its location along existing transit routes allow for a decrease in vehicle trips and emphasize 
pedestrian activity and transit use in accordance with the Land Development Code and General 
Plan. 
 
PROPONENT:  None 
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Davis asked about the height allowance in the Multi-Family Very 
High (MFV) zone.  Ms. Clifford answered that it was 35-38’. 
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Ms. Clifford noted that the properties just west of the canal, where the churches are located, 
have been proposed to be zoned as Neighborhood Residential Outer Core (NROC).  
  
Commissioner Hall asked if there were any height differences between the Multi-Family Very 
High (MFV) and Campus Residential (CR) zones.  Ms. Clifford explained that the Mixed 
Residential High (comparable to the former MFV zone) has a height maximum of 45’ and 
Campus Residential is 55’.  
 
Ms. Clifford confirmed for Commissioner Adams that this parcel was reviewed during the recent 
zoning map discussions and it was determined to have this project come before the 
Commission for this site specific rezone.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the Municipal Council for the Riverside Apts. zone change with the findings 
as listed below.  Commissioner Hall seconded the motion. 
 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL  
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings:  
1. The proposed rezone is consistent with the General Plan and Future Land Use Plan (FLUP) 

because those adopted documents identify the area as Campus Residential (CR). 
2. The close proximity to the USU campus and its location along existing transit routes allow 

for a decrease in vehicle trips and emphasize pedestrian activity and transit use, in 
accordance with the General Plan and Land Development Code. 

3. The proposed rezone is consistent with the City’s effort to concentrate multi-family uses and 
higher occupancies near the University and in Town Center (TC) areas, to further reduce 
rental pressures in traditional single family neighborhoods and provide growth areas for 
future populations.  

4. The proposed rezone is compatible with the residential land uses adjacent to the subject 
property. 

5. The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood character, because the land uses 
and structure types in areas surrounding this property are developed in a manner similar to 
Campus Residential (CR) zoning. 

 

[Moved: Commissioner Lee    Seconded: Commissioner Hall    Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, K. Lee           Nay:       Abstain:   
 
PC 12-024 Historic District X-Overlay  Zone Change.  Logan City Community Development 
requests the re-establishment of the X-overlay zone over the Neighborhood Residential Center 
Street (NRCS) properties within the current Historic District boundaries.   
 
STAFF:  Ms. Clifford reviewed the Staff report as written, recommending approval. Due to the 
unintentional exclusion of the X-overlay zone in the 2011city-wide zoning map adoption, along 
with the goals and intentions of the General Plan, staff finds that the re-establishment of the X-
overlay zone will further help preserve and protect the only historic district in the city.  The 
historic ‘Plat of Zion’ is unique to Utah and still remains throughout the Historic District. It is the 
intention of Staff, and the adopted General Plan and Land Development Code, to preserve any 
surviving historic characteristics that are found to be significant and contributing to the identity 
and character of the City. By allowing future subdivisions, the development pattern and 
characteristics of the Historic District will be lost. Although infill development is strongly 
encouraged in the General Plan, it could significantly and negatively impact the historic value of 
the Center Street Historic District.  
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PUBLIC:  Beth Saul, 203 West Center, presented a petition from residents in the area, which 
read: “The citizens of the West Center Historic District and the Ellis Elementary District 
respectfully request that an X-overlay zone be re-instituted in the residential single-family zone 
are of the Historic District.  This area was protected by an X-overlay until the recent updating of 
the city-wide zoning at which time the overlay was inadvertently not re-instated.  We feel this 
overlay is necessary to protect historic structures, ensure boundary regulations, to protect open 
spaces and to deter callous subdividing and flag lot development in our area”.  She submitted 
the petition containing 69 signatures (original filed in the project folder).   
 
Annette Summers asked if this overlay would serve as a tool to include additional streets in the 
commercial traffic restrictions currently in existence from Main to Center. Mr. Housley, the City 
Attorney, advised that traffic issues and this proposal are completely unrelated.  
 
Reed Bullen, 172 East 100 North, asked why an X-overlay was not included in the block east of 
the Tabernacle, where he resides.  Ms. Clifford advised that particular area is zoned Town 
Center (TC).  Mr. Bullen said because the area is largely residential it should be included, if the 
goal is to protect the historic character of the area.  He explained that he has heard of an 
apparent effort to purchase property on 100 East, east of the Tabernacle, with intent to create 
future high-rise residential complexes. Ms. Clifford said this type of project would be permitted in 
the Town Center (TC) zone; if the properties were contained within the X-overlay it would 
prohibit any subdivision that may be necessary for a project of that nature.   
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Hall asked if this issue had been addressed with the Historic 
Preservation Committee.  Ms. Clifford said it has been discussed, however, not as part of an 
official project.  She confirmed that the intent of the overlay is only for residential lots, so as not 
to prohibit any future growth in the downtown area. 
 
Commissioner Lee said his understanding is that infill is viewed as antithetical to the 
preservation of neighborhoods and questioned whether it was possible to have infill that would 
be consistent with the goal of preserving the historic nature of the area.   Ms. Clifford explained 
that there are standards and requirements in the Neighborhood Residential Center Street 
(NRCS) zone for new development that are in place to protect the existing character, some 
examples would include front doors, front porches, roof pitch, garage setbacks, etc.  Infill lots, 
however, are a somewhat different type of development and specific development standards 
have not been created for infill lots within this zone.  Commissioner Lee asked if there was any 
way the goals of both density and preservation of character could both be accomplished.  Ms. 
Clifford explained that as far as new development is concerned, it could be done; however, the 
goal of this request is preservation of a historic lot pattern. 
 
Commissioner Adams said he is aware of a property near Ellis Elementary where a home was 
purchased on a large lot and subsequently subdivided.  He asked if this proposal would protect 
those types of situations.  Ms. Clifford said that was correct, however, only residential areas 
within the Historic District boundaries.   
 
Commissioner Adams asked why the X-overlay did not continue to 600 West.  Ms. Clifford 
explained that this request is to re-establish the original overlay within the boundary of the 
Historic District.  Expanding the Historic District boundary is something that may be considered 
in the future, but is outside the scope of this meeting. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved that the Planning Commission forward a positive 
recommendation to the Municipal Council for the Historic District X-Overlay with the findings as 
listed below.  Commissioner Hale seconded the motion. 
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL  
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings:  
 
1. The proposed rezone is consistent with the General Plan by implementing the second 

Resource Sustainability Directive to further preserve, protect, and enhance historically 
significant buildings and sites, i.e. Center Street Historic District. 

2. The proposed rezone is compatible with the NRCS-HD land uses adjacent to the subject 
property. 

3. The proposed rezone is compatible with the neighborhood character of the NRCS zone and 
the Historic District. 

4. The Land Development Code §17.33 allows the City to establish the Existing Lot Size (X) 
Overlay Zone on lands that the City has determined shall not be further subdivided. 

5. The lot configuration (the Plat of Zion) that established the City of Logan is found to be a 
historic resource and significantly contributes to the character of the Center Street Historic 
District.  

 

[Moved: Commissioner Davis    Seconded: Commissioner Hall Passed: 4,1] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall       Nay:  K. Lee      Abstain:   
 
PC 12-026  YESCO Phase I  Design Review.  YESCO requests a 15,017 SF building addition 
to the southwest corner of the manufacturing building on 5.82 acres at 1651 North 1000 West in 
the Industrial Park (IP) zone; TIN 04-078-0002. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff report as written, recommending approval. 
 
PROPONENT:  Brent Brown, from YESCO, advised that additional employees may be hired 
depending on the growth of the company.  The 10th West project will begin soon and all the 
parking along 1000 West will be lost.  The Army Corps of Engineers permit requires that 
YESCO build on the 10 acre property to the south by 2014.  Mr. Brown advised that they are 
currently in the process of mitigating the wetlands in order to obtain additional parking on five of 
those acres.  He said they do not anticipate any parking issues.  Commissioner Adams 
expressed concern that this could become a permanent parking area with no site 
improvements.  Mr. Brown said they do not intend to the pave the gravel area because of the 
expense and the plan for additional parking as noted. He remarked that there will be slight 
improvements (sidewalk, culvert and driveway along the west property line) to avoid tracking 
mud into the manufacturing plant.   
 
Kris Brown, the project architect from Design West, questioned condition #6 in the Staff 
Report which noted that freestanding luminaries not exceed 12’, however, the Code allows for 
18’ parking lights (12’ is for residential).  Mr. Holley advised that the condition will be changed 
to read “All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting. Exterior building lights 
shall be mounted between 6-14 feet above adjacent grade and freestanding luminaries shall 
not exceed eighteen (18) feet in height, as per §17.11.140 and §17.36.210”.  
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Adams asked if additional employees would be hired, requiring 
the need for additional parking.  Mr. Holley said he was uncertain whether new employees 
would be hired but did indicate that this area is intended to facilitate electronic sign 
manufacturing via an assembly line process.  
 
Mr. Holley confirmed for Chairman Kerr that the parking requirement is tied to the square 
footage of a project, not the number of employees.  
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Commissioner Hall asked how many cars could park in the gravel area.  Mr. Holley said it would 
be dependent upon how the parking was configured; however, it is a 2 acre area and is capable 
of accommodating well over 100 cars.  Commissioner Adams questioned whether this area 
should knowingly be converted into a large parking lot.  Mr. Holley explained that it is intended 
only for temporary parking.  There is a pending design review for the property to the south for 
three (3) new buildings and permanent parking.  Commissioner Adams expressed concern that 
this temporary parking area could turn into long-term parking.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Adams moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve a 
Design Review Permit for PC 12-026 with the amended conditions of approval as listed below.  
Commissioner Davis seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following 
conditions set forth by the Planning Commission. 
 
1. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review and are 

available in the Community Development Department. 
2. 36 additional parking stalls (6 for the addition and 30 for the stalls removed as a result of 

the addition) shall be provided on the adjacent property directly south.  A written shared 
parking agreement between both property owners shall be submitted and approved prior 
to the issuance of a building permit. 

3. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with LDC §17.39 shall be 
submitted for approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of 
the building permit. The plan shall include the following: 

• Open Space (landscaped) areas shall match the proposed plans. Varieties and 
sizes of all plant material shall be specified on the plan.  

• Vertical landscape shall be provided along the east side of the proposed parking lot 
to visually buffer asphalt areas from 1000 West.  

• Plant species should vary to provide visual interest and annual screening and 
contain a minimum of 25% evergreen varieties. 

4. Pedestrian entrances shall have weather protection (awnings, canopies, building 
overhangs, etc.) as required in LDC §17.15.090. 

5. Building facades visible from the public right-of-way shall have additional features added 
so that blank wall planes exceeding 40 linear feet or more shall have breaks which may 
include windows, balconies, articulation, color variations and material variations. 

6. All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting.  Exterior building lights 
shall be mounted between 6-14 feet above adjacent grade and freestanding luminaries 
shall not exceed eighteen (18) feet in height, as per LDC §17.11.140 and §17.36.210.  

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

8. Prior to issuance of a Building Permit, the Director of Community Development shall receive 
a written memorandum from each of the following departments or agencies indicating that 
their requirements have been satisfied: 

a. Water   
i. If new addition is required to be fire sprinkled, backflow protection is required on the riser 

to the system. 
ii. If connecting to existing system, the backflow preventer must be brought up to the current 

Code.  
iii. Industrial equipment connected to the drinking water system may be required to have backflow 

protection at the point of connection. 
b. Fire  
i. The addition will need have fire sprinklers installed 
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FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL    
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings: 
 
1. The proposed building is compatible with surrounding land uses of the Industrial Park (IP) 

zone and will not interfere with the use and enjoyment of adjacent properties because of the 
building design, landscaping, and setbacks are consistent with area. 

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

3. The proposed manufacturing land use is compatible with the surrounding neighborhood 
character as this is an industrial area. The project addition will produce additional gross 
domestic product (GDP) and increase industrial activity.  

4. The proposed project provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17. 
5. The project conforms to landscaping requirements in Title 17. 
6. The project meets the goals and objectives of the Industrial Park (IP) zoning designation 

within the Logan General Plan by providing industrial services along high capacity roads.  
7. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code 

and the Municipal Code. 
8. Accesses to the site from 1000 West and 1700 North are adequate in size and location to 

sufficiently handle both automobile and truck traffic related to manufacturing and shipping. 

 

[Moved: Commissioner Adams   Seconded: Commissioner Davis Passed: 5,0] 
 Yea: D. Adams, A. Davis, A. Hale, H. Hall, K. Lee           Nay:       Abstain:   
 
PC 12-025 Text Amendment – LDC  Text Amendment to the Logan Development Code (LDC): 
delete 17.11.190-17.11.220 (Density & Height Bonus Provisions); amend the following sections: 
17.14.050 (Neighborhood Height Transition Area); 17.15.060 (MRM); 17.15.070 (MRH)); 
17.15.090 (Campus Residential); 17.18.040 (Transition Areas); 17.19.060 (Town Center); 
17.19.070 (Commercial); 17.19.080 (Mixed Use); 17.19.090 (University Corridor); 17.19.100 
(Gateway); 17.19.110 (Commercial Services); 17.19.120 (Industrial); 17.19.130 (Airport). 
 
STAFF:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff report as written, recommending approval. Staff finds 
that the proposed amendments will help ensure new development is compatible with Logan’s 
existing neighborhoods by clarifying new building heights adjacent to residential zones.  Staff 
also finds that the clarification to the parking standard in the Campus Residential zone will help 
better define parking requirements for future projects.   
 
PUBLIC:  Marilyn Griffin, 630 North 200 East, thanked Staff for all the hard work on this 
process.  She said advised that there are concerns in the Adams area regarding the transitional 
zone, specifically regarding the Campus Residential (CR) zone.  Mr. DeSimone reiterated that 
the density bonus is being removed, which should offer some relief. 
 
Tony Neilson, 1393 Box Elder Circle, asked for clarification on transitional areas.  Mr. DeSimone 
explained that 35’ can be built at the adjoining setback line; height can then be increased 1’ 
vertical for every 2’ horizontal until the maximum height is achieved.   
 
Blake Parker asked about the parking change in the Campus Residential zone and the reason 
for the maximum allowed.  Mr. DeSimone explained that it is being changed from 0.5-2 to 0.5-6, 
allowing a wider range. Mr. Parker asked about some of the existing facilities and their parking 
allowances.  Ms. Clifford advised that some could be conditioned as a “group living”, which 
would require a conditional use permit and could allow for increased parking.  Mr. Parker asked 
if removing the density bonus in the Campus Residential zone related to parking terraces. Mr. 
DeSimone advised that due to public concerns, the height and density bonuses in all zones are 
being removed.  Mr. Parker said he was concerned that the usefulness of some of these 
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properties may be limited because of parking.  Mr. Housley suggested that compact stalls could 
be used to increase parking if necessary. He also explained that the density bonus relates to 
occupancy - not parking.  Mr. Parker noted that for many years there has been discussion about 
how to get the most density out of the area(s) around the University.   Mr. Parker asked about 
amendments to the Gateway zone.  Mr. DeSimone advised that component will be included in 
the revisions to the Land Development Code, which will occur this summer.  
 
COMMISSION: (Proposed changes outlined by Mr. DeSimone) 
 
Mr. DeSimone clarified for Chairman Kerr that beginning at the minimum setback line of the 
subject property, the starting height would be equivalent to the maximum height of the adjoining 
residential zone, or 35’, and any additional height may be added at a ratio of one vertical foot to 
two horizontal feet of distance from the setback line (as indicated in §17.14.050-C).  
 
Chairman Kerr noted a couple of potential problems related to this section. Regarding churches 
being in residential zones, the question is whether or not there is justification in having the same 
impact adjacent to a large structure that is non-residential in use, the same as if it were a 
residence.  Another concern is that the same method is being applied whether the zone is 
across the road, or the adjacent property.  He said he was uncomfortable with those two 
seeming inequities.  Mr. DeSimone agreed with the concern related to the churches and 
explained that the intent of the Land Development Code was to zone churches residential as 
they are considered an accessory use to other residential uses.  He said there could be a 
provision added, however, there would be concern about limiting the uses within a particular 
zoned area; such as a residence located in the Town Center (TC) zone which could eventually 
become a multi-family structure. He advised that public input clearly indicated concern that the 
street does not provide enough of a buffer with regards to height.  
 
Regarding comments about the recent 600 East project, Mr. Holley clarified that the Campus 
Residential (CR) zone begins on the east side of 600 East, the dimension starts at the 
Neighborhood Residential zone, which is on the west side; there is no zone in the middle of the 
road.   
 
Mr. Housley suggested (regarding the church concern) measuring from a structure rather than a 
zone; providing a larger distance.  Mr. DeSimone pointed out that the previous language, which 
was quite confusing, did measure from a structure; however, it was not always clear as to 
exactly what structure was measured from.  The proposed language now defines “development 
within 150’ of any of the residential zones (as measured from the residential zone 
boundary”). 
 
Commissioner Lee confirmed that the transitional distance is being expanded by adding the 
additional 50’ and also requiring the 1’ vertical to 2’ horizontal for height.  Mr. DeSimone also 
noted that the starting point for height has now been defined “at the setback point”. 
 
Mr. Holley clarified that building height is measured by the average grade.  Chairman Kerr used 
the example of the Johnson property, which slopes up to the east. If the average is 10’ higher at 
the setback line, and it is measured from the average, they could begin at 45’; therefore 
exceeding the maximum and still be legal.  Mr. Holley agreed that this was a good point.  Mr. 
DeSimone clarified that the starting height is 35’ at the setback line regardless; how high a 
building could ultimately be built would be based on the definition within the Building Code.  
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out a change in §17.15.010: “5. All structures shall adhere to a minimum 
setback of 15’ from the top edge of all canals” and suggested adding a caveat of 
“..unless the canal company permits an alternative setback” to allow for additional latitude. 



 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes – April 12, 2012                                                           8 | Page 
 

Commissioner Adams asked if canal companies have right-of-ways on both sides of a canal.  
Mr. Housley said that sometimes it is just prescriptive, however, historically it has been 10-15’ 
on both sides. 
 
Mr. DeSimone reviewed the proposed changes in §17.15.090 Campus Residential 
Development Standards.  He pointed out that parking has been changed from 0.5-2/unit to  
“0.5-6/unit based on occupancy”, which will allow for latitude based on the specifics of a 
particular project.  
 
Commissioner Lee noted that his bias is pro-development and asked if extending the transition 
area could be accomplished with fewer restrictions.  Mr. DeSimone said these changes will 
provide some relief.   
 

MOTION: Commissioner Adams moved that the Planning Commission forward a positive 

recommendation to the Municipal Council for the Land Development Code Height Transition 
Text Amendment(s) as presented including §17.15.010-5 (pg 15-1) add “unless the canal 
company permits an alternative setback”. §17.15.060 (pg. 15-5) grammatical change on 
Setbacks (front opposite SRF min) from 255’ to 25’.  §17.15.090 Parking (pg. 15-13) removal of 
0.5-2/unit and add 0.5-6/unit based on projected occupancy. Commissioner Hale seconded the 
motion. 

 

FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL 
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings:  
 
1. Utah State Law authorizes local planning commissions to recommend ordinance changes to 

the legislative body (Municipal Council) that are consistent with the role of the Planning 
Commission. 

2. The Code Amendment is done in conformance with the requirements of Title 17.51 of the 
Logan Municipal Code. 

3. The proposed Code Amendment to Chapters 17.11, 17.14, 17.15, 17.18, and 17.19 better 
defines a height transition standard for new multi-family, commercial, industrial and mixed 
use projects adjacent to Neighborhood Residential zones, and is consistent with the goals 
and objectives of the General Plan.  

4. The proposed Code Amendment to modify the parking standards in the Campus Residential 
(CR) Zone provides more clarity on parking requirements for future multi-family residential 
projects in the CR zone, and is consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan. 

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

 

 

4.  Workshop Item(s) for April 26, 2012:  
� PC -027  Logan Regional Hospital Parking Terrace 

 
Meeting adjourned 7:32 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission  
meeting of April 12, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     John Kerr 
Community Development Director   Planning Vice-Chairman 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Debbie Zilles  
Senior Planner      Administrative Assistant  
 
 
 
 
___________________________________   
Debbie Zilles        
Administrative Secretary        
 
 
 
 
 


