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     PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
                    Meeting of May 10, 2012 

 
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, May 10, 2012.  Chairman Simmonds called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
Planning Commissioners Present:  Amanda Davis, Allison Hale, John Kerr, Konrad Lee, Jeannie 
Simmonds 
 
Planning Commissioners Absent:   David Adams, Heather Hall 
 
Staff Present:  Mike DeSimone, Russ Holley, Paul Taylor, Kymber Housley, Debbie Zilles  
 
Minutes as written and recorded from the April 26, 2012 meeting were reviewed by the 
Commission.  Commissioner Davis moved that the minutes be approved as submitted. 
Commissioner Hale seconded the motion.  The motion was unanimously approved. 
 
Public Hearings 
 
PC 12-030 The Gardens Design Review.  Larry Seeley, authorized owner/agent, requests to 
demolish the two existing homes and replace them with an 8-unit apartment structure and 
associated parking and landscaping. The 4-story building is proposed to be located at the front 
(north) of the property with the 38 stall parking lot located in the rear. Full streetscape 
improvements, including curb, gutter, sidewalk, park strip and street trees are proposed at 684  
& 698 East 900 North in the Campus Residential (CR) zone; TIN 05-034-0016-0017. 
 
STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written recommending approval. The proponent 
submitted new plans yesterday which were distributed to the Commission and reviewed throughout 
the report. 
 
PROPONENT:  Larry Seeley, the owner, clarified that the south side of the stairwells will be open, 
the north side will be enclosed to prevent ice buildup and help with snow removal.  He believes this 
is a good location for the project (one block from the Spectrum) and will be a significant 
improvement to what is currently there.   
 
Kris Kvarfordt, the landscape architect of the project, pointed out that the original site plan called 
out a 0’ setback (regarding concern with the measurement from the stairwell).  The front variation 
on the new plan has not changed much.  The south side of the stairwell being open helps with the 
required usable outdoor space.  The entire interior corridor where the apartments can be accessed 
is essentially common space.  The structured parking has been quite an anomaly and several 
different concepts were considered to try and make a terrace structure work financially.  Even 
though the current layout is less than the 50% recommended for surface parking, Mr. Kvarfordt 
believes it meets the “intent” of the Code; which is to have some other use occupying the same 
space as the parking; in this case it is the patio on the south.  This area works well with the 
architectural design and residents will be able to use the space.  He noted that the suggestion for 
eliminating the front drive access came from the Public Works Department after the original design 
had been submitted.  One access is suitable for the number of parking stalls proposed; the second 
one was added only for convenience.  
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Chairman Simmonds asked Mr. Seeley to speak to the ratio of occupants vs. parking.  Mr. Seeley 
explained that the goal is to have six (6) occupants per unit.  If parking becomes a problem, a limit 
on the number of vehicles allowed could be included in the lease agreement and/or establishment 
of a parking fee may also be imposed to help reduce the demand. 
 
PUBLIC:  A written comment from Richard Steele was received and distributed with the 
Commission packets prior to the meeting. 
 
Evelyn Durney, 871 North 700 East, explained that they have lived in their home since 1952.  She 
expressed concern with parking in the area and remarked “this mansion does not belong on our 
block”.   She felt like the proponent was trying to push them out of their home and was frustrated 
about “what they have been put through”.   She said that Mr. Seeley does not live in the area and 
does not realize the parking problems that are already there and this does not seem fair to the 
residents who have lived in the area for years.  She said that the proponent should “respect other 
people’s rights”.  The many multi-family structures are ruining the neighborhood and she 
expressed frustration that the concerns of the residents are not being heard and developers should 
have more consideration.  She was quite upset and advised that Mr. Seeley has “caused much 
misery”.  Her husband, Dan Durney, was with her and just wanted it known that he wants to make 
sure nothing is done to his personal property.  
  
Marilyn Griffin, 630 North 200 East, pointed out that most of the homes in the area are single-level 
residential homes.  She is concerned about the height and size of the building in comparison to 
what is currently there.  She reminded the Commission that Staff is currently working on the Adams 
Neighborhood Specific Plan.  There are still some questions/concerns regarding transition areas 
and suggested putting this project on hold until the Adams Specific Plan is finalized.  
 
Richard Steele, 154 Poplar Avenue, asked if there would be a sidewalk along the parking adjacent 
to the building and if there would be handicap parking stalls.  He also had concern that the 
proposed compact stalls could cause damage to vehicles trying to navigate throughout the lot.  
 
In answer to Mr. Steele’s concerns, Mr. Kvarfordt explained that the new plan proposes all the 
parking stalls to be 9’x18’ with four compact stalls. There will be no sidewalk between the 
buildings; one of the reasons is due to the overhead deck structure.  ADA stalls can certainly be 
accommodated.   
 
COMMISSION: Chairman Simmonds questioned the definition of structured parking.  Mr. Holley 
explained that it is not clearly defined within the Land Development Code as to what constitutes a 
parking structure.  The Code does not require multiple levels - parking can be situated “below, 
above or behind”.   In this proposal, approximately 30% of the parking would be “structured”.  
 
Chairman Simmonds asked if bicycle stalls were still being required.  Mr. Holley explained that 
bicycle parking has been designated just west of parking stall #8 on the site plan.  
 
Chairman Simmonds asked about the covered parking and access to the patio area. Mr. Holley 
advised that there will be access from the first floor by going up the stairway and out onto the 
balcony.  The upper floors have balconies off the stairways and the second floor will have a 
doorway out to the patio area.  
 
Commissioner Lee asked if the condition increasing the side setback would impact the parking.  
Mr. Holley said that it has the potential to. The setback will be measured from the closest portion of 
the building.  The applicant is proposing it as 0’.  The condition for the increase would reposition 
the building and affect the parking lot.  Landscaping could be shifted around to fill in the void. 
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Commissioner Kerr asked if the stairway would be considered part of the building for purposes of 
measuring the setback.  Mr. Holley advised that was a good point to consider.   The stairway could 
be defined as a “porch” due to full wall enclosure.   
 
Commissioner Kerr noted that there appears to be a lot of variables in meeting the requirements 
(open space, landscaping, parking).   One of the goals of the Campus Residential (CR) zone is to 
build vertical to achieve the desired density.  These issues have to work together to arrive at an 
acceptable balancing point.  Mr. Holley agreed and confirmed that Staff’s recommendation is that 
this project does.  
 
Mr. Holley confirmed for Commissioner Davis that there is stone in front of the stairwells on the 
main level.   
 
In reference to eliminating the access, as suggested by the City Engineer, Commissioner Davis 
asked if there would be enough room if the front setback is shifted back.  Mr. Holley advised that it 
is very tight with full size stalls and a 24’ aisle.  The aisle could be reduced a couple of feet, which 
would allow the building to shift to the south, however, the 2’ landscape strip needs to be 
considered, therefore, not allowing a lot of “wiggle room”.  He did note that the removal of the 
access could be landscaped and the island could be converted into two additional parking stalls. 
 
Commissioner Kerr asked whether this would be fine tuning what is required, or what is desirable.  
Mr. Holley explained the Code recommends a range (0.5 to 6 stalls per unit) and the currently 
proposed 31 parking stalls would meet 64% of the anticipated occupancy; the addition of two more 
stalls would be 75%, which would help better accommodate the anticipated goal of six occupants 
per unit.   Commissioner Kerr advised that approval must be based on the maximum amount of 
occupants which could be allowed.  
 
Mr. Holley clarified for Chairman Simmonds that both the north and south setbacks are at 0’.  
 
Commissioner Lee said it seems having a setback at the back of the property makes sense 
because it would not negatively impact the adjacent property.  The request for 10’ on the front 
setback seems more arbitrary. Due to the way the property is designed, a 0’ setback does not 
seem like a problem and he does see strong justification for invoking 10’ in the front.   
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 12-030 for a Design Review Permit based on the amended conditions of approval and the 
findings listed below.  Commissioner Kerr seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following 
conditions as written, or as may be amended by the Planning Commission. 
 
1. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review and are available 

in the Community Development Department. 
2. The corner (east) setback shall be increased to 10’. 
3. A boundary line adjustment shall be submitted to the City Engineer that eliminates the center 

property line and adjusts the side property line along the western border to include the entire 
parking stall dimension (9’x18’) for the eight (8) parking stalls located southwest of the 
building.   

4. Full streetscape improvements, including curb, gutter, park strip, street trees and sidewalk 
shall be installed along both 900 North and 700 East. 

5. Sixteen (16) bicycle stalls shall be provided in accessible areas that do not block pedestrian 
traffic and allow the frame or the wheel of the bike to be locked directly to the rack.  
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6. Thirty-one (31) parking stalls shall be provided on-site.  A minimum of 80% of the parking 
stalls shall be “full-size” dimensions (9’x18’). 

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

• A minimum of 30% open space and usable outdoor space shall be provided 

• Additional landscaping shall be installed around the perimeter of the building to act as 
a buffer for pedestrians on the sidewalk. 

• The area east of the building, at the intersection of 900 North and 700 East, shall 
have additional tall vertical landscaping to help visually screen blank portions of the 
east side façade. 

• Interior parking lot landscaping shall total a minimum of 18 SF per stall contained 
within the parking lot. 

• Street trees shall be provided along both 900 North and 700 East spaced every 30’.  
Species and sizes shall be approved by the Logan City Forrester. 

• Plan species should include both deciduous and evergreen varieties to provide visual 
interest and annual screening. 

8. Building facades shall match the submitted plans with the option of hardy board siding as a 
substitute to the stucco. 

9. The Planning Commission accepts the structured parking design as submitted.  
10. The north drive access to 700 East may remain, as determined by its compliance with the 

City Standards and Specifications. 
11. The south parking lot setback shall be two (2) feet and shall contain vertical landscaping 

(hedge, shrubs) in addition to the fencing to buffer the home on the south side of the project. 
12. A pedestrian walkway shall be created between parking stalls 13 & 14 that allows room for 

tenants to walk into the building easier. 
13. All exterior lighting shall be down-lit concealed source lighting. Exterior building lights shall be 

mounted between 6-14 feet above adjacent grade and freestanding luminaries shall not 
exceed twelve (12) feet in height, as per §17.11.140 and §17.36.210.  

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

15. 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. Engineering    
i. Comply with current City/Public Works Design and Construction Standards 
ii. Refer to Community Development for parking and site development comments. 

b. Fire  
i. IFC 903.2.8 requires a fire sprinkler system for this building. 
ii. IFC 907.2.9 requires a fire alarm system for this building.  
iii. IFC 905.3.1 requires standpipes if the height of the building is more than 30 feet.  
iv. IFC D105 requires aerial fire apparatus access if the building height is more than 30’.  

c. Water  
i. Backflow prevention will be required on main culinary water; the supply line, after it enters 

the building, before (upstream) any branch connections. 
d. Environmental  

i. Double enclosure measurements are 22’ wide and 10’ deep with no gates and 24’ 
wide with gates. Notification required when the 2 homes are vacant so the residential 
carts can be removed. The existing apartments located just to the west of this 
development that are currently using residential carts will switch to sharing the 
dumpsters at this location. 
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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 and will not interfere with the 

use and enjoyment of adjacent properties because of the building design, landscaping, and 
setbacks adjacent to residential development.  

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

3. The proposed project provides adequate off-street parking in conformance with Title 17. 
4. The project meets the goals and objectives of the Campus Residential (CR) zoning designation 

within the Logan General Plan by providing high-density student housing near the university, 
thus reducing vehicle miles traveled and the unnecessary burden to city-wide infrastructure and 
by giving students more transportation options.    

5. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and 
the Municipal Code. 

6. 900 North and 700 East streets provide access and are adequate in size and design to 
sufficiently handle automobile traffic related to the land use 

 

[Moved: Commissioner Lee    Seconded: Commissioner Kerr   Passed: 3,2] 
 Yea:   J. Kerr, K. Lee, J. Simmonds         Nay: A. Davis, A. Hale     Abstain:   
 
PC 12-031 Westfield Lot 4 Design Review.  Gary Knighton, authorized owner/agent, requests to 
complete the second building, parking lot, landscape and driveway access as per the original 
approval. The proposed five (5) multi-tenant, single story building is situated on the west side of the 
property with access and parking to east side of the building on .52 acres at 1077 West 130 South 
in the Commercial Services (CS) zone; TIN 05-107-0004. 
 

STAFF:  Mr. Holley reviewed the Staff Report as written recommending approval.  He explained 
that this project was originally approved in 2008 and the permit has since expired.  He outlined the 
deficiencies in the proposal within the current Land Development Code requirements and the 
current conditions of approval. 
 
PROPONENT:  Gary Knighton, explained that he purchased Lot 3 a month ago with the 
understanding that he could begin construction of the building.  He said the only condition of 
approval he would agree to change would be installing weather protection above all pedestrian 
entrances on the west façade. If the other ‘new’ conditions are required, he will not proceed with 
the project.      
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Davis questioned the reasoning for not considering meeting any 
other conditions of approval.  Mr. Knighton advised that the condition of adding an additional 264 
SF of transparent glazing (windows) to the front façade is not desired by prospective tenants. Two 
of the existing units have frosted over the windows so that people cannot see inside the facility.  
This condition seems unreasonable as this is not a retail area.  He also noted that there is no room 
to create two (2) more on-site parking stalls.  Although the Code has changed since the original 
2008 approval, the original design is the way that will work most efficiently. He explained it is a 
financial decision and the reason he purchased it was that the original owner was having difficulty 
getting the project completed with the 1000 West UDOT project and the decline of the economy. 
 
Commissioner Hale clarified that Mr. Knighton was not willing to negotiate the conditions of 
approval.  Mr. Knighton stated that other than the addition of the awnings, he was not inclined to 
proceed with the project with the conditions added since the original approval.  
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Commissioner Davis questioned landscaping.  Mr. Knighton said he would be willing to landscape 
what is available, but he cannot create more land in order to meet the current Code requirements.   
 
Commissioner Davis asked about the type of businesses in the current building.  Mr. Knighton said 
there is a concrete business, an internet company, a radio station and medical tool manufacturing. 
 
Chairman Simmonds asked if the gravel area currently around the building was adequate for 
planting/landscaping.  Mr. Holley said it was, however, it would still be 800’ short of what the 
current standard calls for.   
 
Mr. DeSimone pointed out that this type of situation exemplifies the transition difficulties between 
the old Code and the new updates.  With this project, parking is not a serious issue based on the 
use of the facility and it would be nice to see consistency between the buildings.  The Commission 
does have some latitude and discretion in reference to these types of issues.  
 
Commissioner Davis commented that although she understands the desire for consistency with 
respect to aesthetics, she hesitates to allow some projects to “not meet the Code” when others are 
required.  She is concerned this might be viewed as a lack of consistency regarding decisions 
being made and “bending the Code for one project and not another”.  
 
Mr. Kymber Housley, the City Attorney, advised that he does not believe the Commission has 
displayed any inconsistency.  Certain flexibility is allowed when trying to match an existing 
development, where the Code was changed after the initial phase was built.  There is difficulty in 
the Code addressing transitions, which are difficult because they are case specific and must be 
reviewed and considered individually.  
 
Commissioner Hale expressed frustration with the fact that the proponent advised that he was not 
willing to negotiate and did not seem willing to be flexible or work toward a solution.  
 
Mr. Housley advised the Commission to determine what they think is appropriate and let the 
proponent decide what he is willing to do with the decision. 
  
Commissioner Davis recommended eliminating conditions (3,6 & 7) requiring the two additional 
parking stalls on-site, the additional transparent glazing to the front façade and the public 
pedestrian entrance to the front façade.  She recommended that all potential areas be landscaped 
as shown on the plan.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Davis moved that the Planning Commission conditionally approve  
PC 12-031 for a Design Review Permit based on the amended conditions of approval and findings 
listed below.  Commissioner Hale seconded the motion. 
 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
This project is subject to the proponent or property owner agreeing to comply with the following 
conditions as written, or as may be amended by the Planning Commission. 
 
1. All standard conditions of approval will be recorded with the Design Review Permit and are 

available in the Community Development Department. 
2. Full streetscape improvements along 130 South, including sidewalk and street trees at every 

30 linear feet shall be installed prior to occupancy of the building. 
3. A performance landscaping plan, prepared in accordance with §17.39 of the LDC, shall be 

submitted for approval to the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of a 
building permit. The plan shall include the following: 
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• Open space/usable outdoor space areas shall total 3,694 SF and shall be provided 
on-site.  All landscaped areas shall be detailed with plant species, sizes and varieties.  
Plant numbers should meet commercial standards in §17.39.050.A.  

• Plant species should vary to provide visual interest and annual screening.   
4. Building facades shall have additional weather protection installed above all pedestrian 

entrances on the west facades. 
5. A break in the wall plane on the rear (north) façade shall be added at a minimum of every 30 

linear feet. Windows, balconies, articulation, color variations, materials variation, awnings and 
entryways, are all considered acceptable breaks in blank wall planes.  

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 §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. Engineering    
i. No additional comment(s) if lot 4 is constructed as previously approved when lot 3 was 

developed. 
b. Fire  

i. Identify fire apparatus access lane (parking). 
ii. Water supply and fire hydrant locations for fire protection are adequate. 

c. Water  
i. Main culinary water supply will need backflow protection before it branches out to each 

individual suite. 
ii. Each individual suite may need backflow protection; determined by tenant’s hazard. 

d. Environmental  
i. Dumpster enclosures are not required at this location.  

 
FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL  
The Planning Commission bases its decisions on the following findings: 
 
1. The proposed building is compatible with surrounding land uses and will not interfere with the 

use and enjoyment of adjacent properties because of the building design, landscaping, and 
setbacks adjacent to commercial development.  

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

3. As conditioned, the proposed project provides adequate off-street parking in conformance 
with Title 17. 

4. The project meets the goals and objectives of the Commercial Services (CS) zoning 
designation within the Logan General Plan by providing commercial and service oriented 
facilities along high capacity roads.  

5. The project met the minimum public noticing requirements of the Land Development Code and 
the Municipal Code. 

6. Accesses to the site from 200 South and 1000 South are adequate in size and location to 
sufficiently handle both automobile and truck traffic related to manufacturing and shipping 

 

[Moved: Commissioner Davis   Seconded: Commissioner Hale   Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea:   A. Davis, A. Hale, J. Kerr, K. Lee         Nay:        Abstain:   
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PC 12-028 LDC Text Amendment – Signs Logan City Community Development Department is 
proposing to amend Section 17.40 (Signs) in response to a number of different issues.  The 
temporary signage standards are proposed for change based on a recent legal opinion regarding 
temporary signs.  The Municipal Council directed Staff to initiate an amendment to the Sign Code 
to address concerns over the use and operation of Electronic Message Displays (EMD’s); and in 
response to a difference of interpretation of sign standards downtown.   
 
PROPONENT:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff Report as written and advised that the proposed 
amendments will help ensure the signage needs of the business community are met without 
detracting from the visual quality of Logan’s neighborhoods.  Staff also finds that the proposed 
amendments will help with the administration and application of the Land Development Code. 
 
Mr. DeSimone advised that the public review process was initiated last fall, including a public 
hearing with the Planning Commission.  Staff received several complaints from sign owners about 
the proposed regulations.  Changes to the Electronic Message Display (EMD) section were met 
with opposition from business owners who have invested in that specific type of sign technology. 
Concerns were identified regarding downtown signage relating to window coverings and general 
signage in the Historic District. In response, Staff put together two working groups comprised of 
members from the business community, City Council, Planning Commission, Downtown Alliance, 
Neighborhood Council, and City Staff to discuss the EMD requirements and the signage in the 
downtown historic areas.  The purpose of the EMD group was to craft a compromise position that 
protected City residents from unwanted or unnecessary signage while also giving enough latitude 
to those businesses choosing to utilize EMD’s as their means of advertisement.  The purpose of 
the second group was to determine whether there was any community interest in creating a unified 
sign and design theme for the historic district.       
 
The proposed amendments to Section 17.40 reflect the discussions and seem to reflect the 
general consensus of those who participated in both groups.  The EMD standards were refined to 
reflect the needs of the business community while ensuring the general public is not inundated with 
too many large, distracting signs.  In regards to the historic district, the sign standards affecting the 
downtown merchants were changed to clarify the City’s position on window coverings (window 
perfs) as well as temporary banners and signs.  The consensus of the second group in regards to 
a thematic approach to signage in the historic district was that the City’s sign code was sufficient to 
ensure the historical character was retained.  The existing Historic Design Guidelines are dated 
and ripe for review in the near future.  As part of that process, the City may consider revisiting a 
thematic approach to signage in the historic area.   
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Minor grammatical changes were pointed out during the review.   
 
Mr. DeSimone confirmed for Commissioner Davis that 17.40.060 regarding illumination would also 
apply to Electronic Message Display (EMD) signs. 
 
Commissioner Lee questioned the reasoning for 17.40.080.A “permanent window signs or window 
covering are allowed for ground floor tenants only”.  Specifically if there were multiple tenants in a 
building (i.e. one on the upper floor and one on the main floor).  Mr. DeSimone said the idea is to 
limit signage clutter.  Mr. Holley suggested eliminating the word “tenants” thus allowing multiple 
tenants to advertise, however, still limiting the sign to the ground floor.   
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Commissioner Kerr asked if it would generate undo clutter if a clause were to be added allowing a 
separate tenant (other than the ground floor) to put up a window sign; limited only to multi-tenant 
situations.  Mr. DeSimone explained that the idea is to eliminate signage clutter and believed that 
eliminating the word “tenants” in 17.40.080.A as Mr. Holley suggested would be the better solution. 
 
Mr. Housley advised the Commission to consider the Wasatch Properties building, which is several 
stories, and whether they would be comfortable with window perfs on all those floors, advertising 
the various businesses within building.   
 
Commissioner Hale noted that there are many buildings with multiple businesses, which list all the 
business names on one location on the building.  There are not enough tall businesses along Main 
Street to warrant changing the entire Code to allow for “second story” signage.  Mr. DeSimone said 
that if this issue becomes troublesome in the future, this section could be reviewed as necessary. 
 
Commissioner Lee pointed out in the first paragraph on page 7; the wording “subject to land 
owner’s consent” seemed superfluous.  Mr. Housley said this relates to a first amendment issue.   
Commercial business advertising can be regulated, however, free speech is allowed, though it 
would have to replace the permanent commercial sign.  Commissioner Lee understood the 
concept but felt the wording was a bit redundant. 
 
Mr. Housley explained that changes made in 17.40.110 help clarify  the confusion of “one sign per 
property”.  For example, a property owner has the right to put more than one election campaign 
sign on their property (i.e. signs for different candidates).  The law does not allow prohibiting first 
amendment speech; however, some restrictions can be enforced.   
 
Commissioner Kerr asked if there was now a provision for a community banner to span the 
highway.  Mr. Housley explained that is not allowed by UDOT for safety reasons.  Mr. DeSimone 
said that the banner poles allowed now will help fulfill that objective.   
 
Commissioner Kerr questioned the ability to put signs in the public right-of-way.  Mr. DeSimone 
advised that is currently illegal.  Mr. Housley explained that community event signs can be 
displayed on private property, if they want to be in the public right-of-way then there must be 
compliance with 17.40.150 where there is limited allowance. 
 
Commissioner Kerr questioned the banner signs along 400 North up to the University.  Mr. Housley 
pointed out 17.40.150.3 “Community or public events may have signs within the public right-of-way 
as approved by the Department of Community Development and the City Administration 
Department”.  The City works with the University regarding the signs along 400 North and with the 
Logan Downtown Alliance for the ones along Main Street; the only two locations where these are 
allowed.   
 
Chairman Simmonds questioned the time limit for portable signs such as “sandwich boards” and 
 “A frame signs”.  Mr. DeSimone said they fall under temporary signs, which allows 60 days, 
however, if necessary, specific language could be added regarding these type of portable signs.  
Commissioner Lee asked if there could be a regulation that the board be taken down at the close 
of the business day.  Mr. DeSimone agreed and said that language could be included.  Chairman 
Simmonds expressed concern that there could be a sign out every day in front of every business 
along Main Street. Commissioner Davis said she believed that the businesses would take care of 
the signs and did not feel like the Code needed to be any more restrictive. Commissioner Kerr 
noted that these portable signs are consistent with a pedestrian economy, which is desired 
downtown.  Mr. DeSimone agreed and said that was also the opinion of the downtown business 
owners.    
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Chairman Simmonds asked for clarification regarding the Historic District boundaries and the use 
of EMD’s within.  Mr. Holley outlined the boundaries and confirmed that EMD’s are restricted within 
the District and noted that the majority of the Historic District is residential.  
 
Mr. DeSimone clarified for Commissioner Lee that section 17.40.160 is the product of a committee 
that was established and comprised of Staff and various business owners.  There will always be 
varying viewpoints and opinions regarding electronic messaging, ultimately, however it is a 
technology that needs to be accepted and this section seems to be a good compromise.   
 
Regarding “dwell time” Commissioner Davis remarked that her opinion is that it should be 
increased from 3 seconds to 4-5 seconds to be more effective.   
 
Chairman Kerr said the main concern is getting away from the “shutter effect” which is 
accomplished with a 3 second regulation and asked what justification should be considered if this 
were to be increased.  Mr. DeSimone explained that dwell time is based in part on the target speed 
of traffic.  
 
Commissioner Davis agreed with the idea of eliminating egregious operational transitions, but as 
she timed many of the existing electronic signs, they were generally 4 seconds. 
 
Commissioner Lee asked about “foot candles” measurement.  Mr. Holley explained that it is based 
on the Outdoor Advertising Association’s recommendation within the lighting industry as a common 
unit of measurement used to calculate lighting levels. 
 
Mr. Holley presented slides of various signs and visual illustrations of some of the changes being 
proposed.  
 
Commissioner Kerr discussed pole and monument signs (EMD or otherwise).  He pointed out the 
fact that you cannot see monument signs well, especially driving in the outside lane of the road.  
There are more accidents caused by people trying to change lanes quickly to get to a location 
based on a seeing a monument sign too late. Pole signs are safer as they can be more easily seen 
by drivers.  Mr. DeSimone confirmed that pole signs are still allowed, just not electronic ones.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Lee moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval to the 
Municipal Council for amendments to the Land Development Code Section 17.40 as presented by 
Staff and based on the findings listed below.  Commissioner Davis 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 amendments to Chapter 17.40 clarify sign requirements for the general 
public and avoid potential future negative impacts to the character of the city.  The proposed 
amendment is important for the implementation and administration of the Land Development 
Code, and is consistent with the goals and objectives of the LDC.  

4. The proposed code amendments to Chapter 17.40 are consistent with the goals and objectives 
of the General Plan. 

 

[Moved: Commissioner Lee    Seconded: Commissioner Davis   Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea:   A. Davis, A. Hale, J. Kerr, K. Lee         Nay:        Abstain:   
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PC 12-029 LDC Text Amendment – Administrative Provisions.  Logan City Community 
Development Department is proposing a series of Land Development Code (LDC) text 
amendments in the Article VI (Administration) component of the Code.  The primary reason for this 
series of text amendments is in response to the Municipal Council directive concerning the rezone 
notification processes located in Section 17.51.030.  A majority of the proposed text amendments 
are formatting and/or grammatical corrections while there are a few proposed changes that are 
more substantive in nature; in preparation for a broader review later this year.  
 
PROPONENT:  Mr. DeSimone reviewed the Staff Report as written and explained that the 
proposed amendments will help with the administration and application of the Land Development 
Code (LDC) and outlined the major substantive changes.  
 
PUBLIC:  None 
 
COMMISSION: Commissioner Lee commented (in reference to the earlier Westfield Lot 4 project) 
that it would be beneficial to have some type of latitude to allow approval if a project has been 
previously approved with nothing substantially changed (notwithstanding Code updates)  other 
than expiration of the permit.  Mr. Housley suggested that there be clear language allowing the 
Planning Commission the discretion to reasonably vary from the current standard(s) in order to 
help projects stay consistent with previously existing approvals and/or phases.  Trying to craft 
specific language into the Code would be very difficult as each situation is unique.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Kerr moved that the Planning Commission recommend approval to the 
Municipal Council for amendments to the Land Development Code Sections 17.46 – 17.60 based 
on Staff’s presentation and the findings listed below.  Commissioner Davis 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) which is 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 amendments to Chapters 17.46 – 17.60 clarify certain administrative 
processes important for the implementation and administration of the Land Development Code 
and are consistent with the overall goals and objectives of the LDC.   

4. The proposed code amendments to Chapters 17.46 – 17.60 are consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the General Plan. 

 

[Moved: Commissioner Kerr    Seconded: Commissioner Davis    Passed: 4,0] 
 Yea:   A. Davis, A. Hale, J. Kerr, K. Lee        Nay:        Abstain:   
 
4.  Workshop Item(s) for May 24, 2012:  

� PC 12-032  Island Subdivision  
� PC 12-033  Airport Hangar G-9 

 
Meeting adjourned 7:58 p.m. 
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Minutes approved as written and digitally recorded at the Logan City Planning Commission  
meeting of May 10, 2012. 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Michael A. DeSimone     Jeannie Simmonds 
Community Development Director   Planning Commission Chairman 
 
 
 
 
___________________________________  ___________________________________ 
Russ Holley      Debbie Zilles  
Senior Planner      Administrative Assistant  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


